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LODI CITY COUNCIL 
Carnegie Forum 

305 West Pine Street, Lodi 
TM  

AGENDA – REGULAR MEETING 
Date: April 4, 2007 
Time: Closed Session 5:30 p.m. 
 Regular Meeting 7:00 p.m. 

For information regarding this Agenda please contact: 
Randi Johl 
City Clerk 

Telephone: (209) 333-6702

NOTE:  All staff reports or other written documentation relating to each item of business referred to on the agenda are on 
file in the Office of the City Clerk and are available for public inspection.  If requested, the agenda shall be made 
available in appropriate alternative formats to persons with a disability, as required by Section 202 of the Americans 
with Disabilities Act of 1990 (42 U.S.C. Sec.  12132), and the federal rules and regulations adopted in implementation 
thereof.  To make a request for disability-related modification or accommodation contact the City Clerk’s Office as soon 
as possible and at least 24 hours prior to the meeting date.  
 

C-1 Call to Order / Roll Call 

C-2 Announcement of Closed Session 

a) Review of Council Appointees – City Manager and City Attorney – pursuant to Government Code 
§54957 

 b) Threatened Litigation: Government Code §54956.9(b); One Case; Potential Suit by Norma Carson 
against City of Lodi Based on Personal Injury 

 c) Actual Litigation: Government Code §54956.9(a); Two Consolidated Cases; Ana Perez v. Allen 
Aadland, City of Lodi, et al. and Allstate Insurance Company v. City of Lodi, Allen B. Aadland, 
Lodi Electric Utility, et al., San Joaquin County Superior Court Case No. CV 028324 

d) Actual Litigation: Government Code §54956.9(a); One Case; People of the State of California; and 
the City of Lodi, California v. M & P Investments, et al., United States District Court, Eastern 
District of California, Case No. CIV-S-00-2441 FCD JFM 

 e) Actual Litigation: Government Code §54956.9(a); One Case; Hartford Accident and Indemnity 
Company, et al. v. City of Lodi, et al., Superior Court, County of San Francisco, Case  
No. 323658 

 f) Actual Litigation: Government Code §54956.9(a); One Case; City of Lodi v. Michael C. Donovan, 
an individual; Envision Law Group, LLP, et al., San Francisco Superior Court, Case  
No. CGC-05-441976 

 

C-3 Adjourn to Closed Session 
 

NOTE:  THE FOLLOWING ITEMS WILL COMMENCE NO SOONER THAN 7:00 P.M. 
 

C-4 Return to Open Session / Disclosure of Action 

A. Call to Order / Roll call 

B. Invocation – Bill Sherrill, Lodi Police Chaplains 

C. Pledge of Allegiance 

D. Presentations 

D-1 Awards 

a) Presentation of the Library Volunteer of the Year Award (LIB) 

D-2 Proclamations 

a) Keep Lodi Beautiful Month (CD) 

D-3 Presentations 

a) Quarterly Update by the Greater Lodi Area Youth Commission (COM) 
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CITY COUNCIL AGENDA 
APRIL 4, 2007 
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E. Consent Calendar (Reading; Comments by the Public; Council Action) 

 E-1 Receive Register of Claims in the Amount of $3,524,504.92 (FIN) 

 E-2 Approve Minutes (CLK) 
a) March 20, 2007 (Shirtsleeve Session) 
b) March 21, 2007 (Regular Meeting) 
c) March 27, 2007 (Shirtsleeve Session) 

 
 E-3 Approve Specifications and Authorize Advertisement for Bids for Landscape Maintenance for the 

 Lodi Consolidated Landscape Assessment District 2003-1, Fiscal Year 2007-08 (PW) 

 E-4 Approve Specifications and Authorize Advertisement for Bids for 3,000 Tons of Asphalt Materials 
for Fiscal Year 2007-08 (PW) 

 E-5 Approve Specifications and Authorize Advertisement for Request for Proposals for Various 
Photocopiers in Several City Departments (CM) 

Res. E-6 Adopt Resolution Awarding the Contract to HDR, Inc., of Folsom, for Surface Water Treatment 
Facility Conceptual Design and Feasibility Evaluation for Water Supply and Transmission System 
($400,000) and Authorizing the City Manager to Execute the Contract (PW) 

Res. E-7 Adopt Resolution Authorizing the City Manager to Enter Reimbursement Agreements for Staff and 
Contract Costs Incurred in Processing Development Applications and Approved Developments 
(CA) 

Res. E-8 Approve New Development Code Update Plan and Adopt a Resolution Authorizing the City 
Manager to Enter into a Contract with Jacobson & Wack in the Amount of up to $55,000 for 
Contract Services Related to the Completion of the Development Code Update (CD) 

Res. E-9 Adopt Resolution Ratifying Memorandums of Understanding with the Lodi City Employees General 
Services and Maintenance and Operators Units (July 1, 2006 through June 30, 2008) (CM) 

 E-10 Receive Report Regarding Final Costs for the November 7, 2006, General Municipal Election 
(CLK) 

 E-11 Set Public Hearing for April 18, 2007, to Consider an Appeal to the Planning Commission’s 
Approval of a Conditional Use Permit for Wine Country Casino and Restaurant Located at 
1800 South Cherokee Lane (Wine Country Casino and Restaurant, applicant; Kenneth R. Owen, 
appellant) (CD) 

F. Comments by the Public on Non-Agenda Items 

THE TIME ALLOWED PER NON-AGENDA ITEM FOR COMMENTS MADE BY THE PUBLIC IS LIMITED 
TO FIVE MINUTES. 

The City Council cannot deliberate or take any action on a non-agenda item unless there is factual 
evidence presented to the City Council indicating that the subject brought up by the public does fall into 
one of the exceptions under Government Code Section 54954.2 in that (a) there is an emergency situation, 
or (b) the need to take action on the item arose subsequent to the agenda's being posted. 

Unless the City Council is presented with this factual evidence, the City Council will refer the matter for 
review and placement on a future City Council agenda. 

G. Comments by the City Council Members on Non-Agenda Items 
 
H. Comments by the City Manager on Non-Agenda Items 
 
I. Public Hearings 

Res. I-1 Public Hearing to Receive Public Input and to Consider Adoption of a Resolution to Act to Form 
the Community Facilities District No. 2007-1 (Public Services) and Set an Election Date for 
April 11, 2007 (PW) 
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Res. I-2 Public Hearing to Consider Resolution Adopting Engineer’s Report, Confirming Assessments, 

Overruling Protests, and Declaring Assessment Ballot Results and Annexing Territory into the 
Lodi Consolidated Landscape Maintenance Assessment District 2003-1 and Forming Guild 
Avenue Industrial Zone 13 (PW) 

 I-3 Public Hearing to Consider Approval of the Following Items: (CD) 

   a) Approve the Following Negative Declarations: 

Res.  Ø Negative Declaration 06-03 for the General Plan Amendment and Change in Zoning for the 
Gini Project (Expansion of Auto-Related Businesses) 

Res.  Ø Negative Declaration 06-04 for the General Plan Amendment and Change in Zoning for the 
Lodi Memorial Hospital Project (New South Wing Addition and Other Related Facilities) 

Res.  b) Amend the General Plan Designation for 1333 and 1325 South Central Avenue from Eastside 
Residential to General Commercial (Gini Project) and for 1201, 1139, 1133, 1127, 1121, and 
1115 West Cardinal Street from Low Density Residential to Office (Lodi Memorial Hospital 
Project) 

Ord. (Introduce) c) Rezone 1333 and 1325 South Central Avenue from RE-1, Single Family Residential Eastside, 
to C-2, General Commercial 

Ord. (Introduce) d) Rezone 975, 999, and 1031 South Fairmont Avenue; 1200 West Vine Street; and  
Res.   1201, 1139, 1133, 1127, 1121, and 1115 West Cardinal Street from RCP, Residential- 
  Commercial-Professional Office, and R-2, Residence District, to PD, Planned Development, 
   and Approve Development Plan 
 
J. Communications 

 J-1 Claims Filed Against the City of Lodi – None 

 J-2 Appointments 

  a) Post for Expiring Terms and Vacancies on the Greater Lodi Area Youth Commission 
(Student Appointees), Library Board of Trustees, Planning Commission, and Lodi Arts 
Commission (CLK) 

 J-3 Miscellaneous – None 

K. Regular Calendar 

Res. K-1 Adopt Resolution Authorizing the City Manager to Execute a Memorandum of Understanding with 
San Joaquin County for Provision of Domestic Wastewater Treatment Services for County Service 
Area 31 (Flag City) (PW) 

 K-2 Review Groundwater Charge for City Wells Proposed by the North San Joaquin Water 
Conservation District and Direct Staff as Appropriate (PW) 

Res. K-3 Adopt Resolution Approving Contract with Boom Boom Productions, of Hayfork, CA, for 2007 
Fourth of July Fireworks Display and Approve Proposed Venue Location (PR) 

Res. K-4 Adopt Resolution Certifying Negative Declaration and Authorizing the City Manager to Execute 
Contracts for Construction, Testing and Inspection, and Construction Administration for White 
Slough Water Pollution Control Facility Phase 3 Improvements Project ($17,543,774) and to 
Adjust Existing Appropriations (PW) 

 K-5 Consideration of Adjustments to the City Manager and City Attorney Employment Agreements 
(CM) 

L. Ordinances 

Ord. L-1 Ordinance No. 1793 entitled, “An Ordinance of the City Council of the City of Lodi Approving the  
(Adopt)  Request of Tom Doucette, Frontier Community Builders, for Pre-Zoning to PD (Planned  
  Development) on 151 Acres (Westside Project)” (CLK) 
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Ord. L-2 Ordinance No. 1794 entitled, “An Ordinance of the City Council of the City of Lodi Adopting a  
(Adopt)  Development Agreement Pertaining to the Development of 151 Acres Located on the West Side 
  of Lower Sacramento Road between the Woodbridge Irrigation District Canal and Vine Street 
  (Westside Project) (Development Agreement GM-05-002)” (CLK) 
 
M. Adjournment 
 
 
Pursuant to Section 54954.2(a) of the Government Code of the State of California, this agenda was posted at least 
72 hours in advance of the scheduled meeting at a public place freely accessible to the public 24 hours a day. 
 
 
 
 
        ________________________ 
        Randi Johl 
        City Clerk 
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  AGENDA ITEM D-01a  
 

 
 

APPROVED: __________________________________ 
 Blair King, City Manager 

CITY OF LODI 
 

COUNCIL COMMUNICATION 
 

TM 

 
 
AGENDA TITLE: Library Volunteer of the Year Award 
 
MEETING DATE: April 4, 2007 
 
PREPARED BY: Library Services Director 
 
 
RECOMMENDED ACTION: None 
 
 
BACKGROUND INFORMATION: Juan Villarreal, President of the Library Board of Trustees will 

present the Library Volunteer of the Year Award to Patricia Stump. 
 
At their March 19, 2001 meeting, the Library Board of Trustees established the Bob Hildreth Library 
Volunteer of the Year Award to be awarded during National Library Week to the library volunteer who 
contributed significantly to the support of library services for the Lodi Public Library and the residents of 
Lodi.   
 
The 2007 recipient of this service award is Patricia Stump.  Ms. Stump has been an active member of the 
library’s Adult Literacy Services since 2001.  As a tutor in the program she has simultaneously taught 
over 6 adult learners to read and improve their command of English even helping one to earn her U.S. 
citizenship.  Pat’s students have difficulty coming to the library so Pat spends a day each week going to 
their homes for their tutoring sessions.  As her nomination summed her up, “Pat is a conscientious and 
dedicated tutor, not only delivering well-planned lessons to her students, but consistently going above 
and beyond to be of assistance to her students.” 
 
FISCAL IMPACT: None 
 
 
FUNDING AVAILABLE: None required 
 
 
 
 
 _______________________________ 
 Nancy C. Martinez 
 Library Services Director 
 
NM/sb 
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  AGENDA ITEM D-02a 
 

 
 

APPROVED: __________________________________ 
 Blair King, City Manager 

CITY OF LODI 
 

COUNCIL COMMUNICATION 
 

TM 

 
 
AGENDA TITLE: Proclaim April “Keep Lodi Beautiful Month” 
 
MEETING DATE: April 4, 2007 
 
PREPARED BY: Community Improvement Manager 
 
 
RECOMMENDED ACTION:  That the Mayor present a proclamation declaring the month of  
   April 2007 as “Keep Lodi Beautiful Month” in the City of Lodi. 
 
 
BACKGROUND INFORMATION: The Mayor has been requested to present a proclamation declaring 

the month of April 2007 as “Keep Lodi Beautiful Month” in the City of 
Lodi.  Community Improvement Manager Joseph Wood and 
representatives of Waste Management Inc., who have been 

coordinating this as one of the several activities for the annual Great American Clean Up campaign, will  
be present at the meeting to accept the proclamation. 
 
Lodi is one of over 10,000 communities nationwide that participate in the Great American Clean Up 
campaign, which is coordinated nationally by Keep America Beautiful Inc., and at the state level by Keep 
California Beautiful Inc.  Those organizations provide a loose outline for activities for each affiliate to 
follow and a multitude of support materials and equipment to further facilitate each city’s effort.  It is the 
individual affiliate’s responsibility to plan one or more events throughout the community to focus on 
recycling, conservation, clean up and beautification efforts and other community improvement activities.  
A schedule of Lodi’s Great American Clean Up activities is attached. 
 
 
 
FISCAL IMPACT:  None 
 
 
FUNDING AVAILABLE: N/A 
 
   

 
 
_______________________________         
Joseph Wood     Concurred: Randy Hatch 
Community Improvement Manager    Community Development Director 
 
Attachments 
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SCHEDULE OF KEEP LODI BEAUTIFUL EVENTS 
 
 
 
 
Lodi City Wide Garage Sale – March 31 – April 1 

The City Wide Garage Sale is an event for the community to advertise their garage sale for free in 
the Lodi News Sentinel.  The City Wide Garage Sale will run Saturday and Sunday if the citizen 
chooses. 

 
Free E/U-waste Event – April 7 

The WM Lodi Transfer Station will be hosting an Electronic and Universal Waste collection event.  
This event will allow the Lodi community to drop off Electronic waste and U-waste for free. Here is 
a list of acceptable materials: Radios/Stereos, VCRs, Microwaves, Cell Phones, Telephones, 
Answering Machines, Batteries (not including car batteries), Televisions, Computer Monitors, 
Laptops, Computer Processing Units, Printers, Fluorescent Lamps, and Mercury Thermometers. 

 
Dollar Diversion Day – April 14 

Dollar Diversion Day is an updated, revamped version of Dollar Dump Day.  Citizens of Lodi will 
be able to bring their “diversion” to the WM Transfer Station for just one dollar; the change is that 
WM is going to have drop off areas for recyclable goods.  WM is planning on having a drop off for 
wood, metal, concrete, cardboard, and green waste.  These changes will divert recyclable 
material from being dumped in the landfill. 

 
Curbside Clean Up – April 17-21 
 Our curbside clean up will allow the Citizens of Lodi to place up to (6) 36 gallon bags or trash 
 carts in front of their house for collection.  WM will collect the trash on their regular service day.  
 
Clean Your Files Week – April 23-27 
 WM will be collecting office paper at our Buy Back Center to be recycled.  Bins for paper 
 collection will be provided to the City of Lodi offices. 
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APPROVED: __________________________________ 
 Blair King, City Manager 

CITY OF LODI 
COUNCIL COMMUNICATION 
 

TM 

 
 
AGENDA TITLE: Receive Register of Claims Dated Mar 8 and Mar 15, 2007 in the Total Amount of    

$3,524,504.92 
 
MEETING DATE: April 4, 2007 
 
PREPARED BY: Financial Services Manager 
 
 
RECOMMENDED ACTION:           Receive the attached Register of Claims for $3,524,504.92.  
 
 
BACKGROUND INFORMATION:  Attached is the Register of Claims in the amount of $3,524,504.92 

dated 3/8/2007 and 3/15/2007 which include PCE/TCE payments of 
$217,093.24.  Also attached is Payroll in the amount of 
$1,119,646.15. 

 
 
 
FISCAL IMPACT: n/a 
 
 
FUNDING AVAILABLE: As per attached report.   
 
 
 
 
 
     ___________________________________ 
     Ruby R. Paiste, Financial Services Manager 
 
 
         
 
RRP/rp 
 
Attachments 
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 Accounts Payable        Page       -        1 
 Council Report          Date       - 03/21/07 
   As of   Fund          Name                          Amount 
 Thursday 
 --------- ----- ------------------------------ -------------------- 
 03/08/07  00100 General Fund                         627,030.46 
           00123 Info Systems Replacement Fund         13,490.60 
           00160 Electric Utility Fund                 13,980.81 
           00164 Public Benefits Fund                   1,316.78 
           00170 Waste Water Utility Fund              23,630.72 
           00172 Waste Water Capital Reserve           16,120.00 
           00180 Water Utility Fund                     7,375.92 
           00181 Water Utility-Capital Outlay             103.20 
           00210 Library Fund                          10,283.66 
           00231 Auto Theft Prosecution Fund           25,130.32 
           00234 Local Law Enforce Block Grant            378.50 
           00260 Internal Service/Equip Maint          42,035.49 
           00270 Employee Benefits                    413,301.66 
           00300 General Liabilities                  400,968.63 
           00310 Worker's Comp Insurance               16,251.67 
           00321 Gas Tax - 2105,2106,2107              30,651.39 
           00329 TDA - Streets                          1,606.80 
           00340 Comm Dev Special Rev Fund              4,928.80 
           00505 L&L Dist Z4-Almond North               3,287.50 
           00507 L&L Dist Z6-The Villas                11,020.00 
           01211 Capital Outlay/General Fund            9,984.10 
           01217 IMF Parks & Rec Facilities               691.97 
           01241 LTF-Pedestrian/Bike                    2,865.00 
           01250 Dial-a-Ride/Transportation            13,002.01 
           01410 Expendable Trust                      26,338.69 
                                                  --------------- 
Sum                                                 1,715,774.68 
           00184 Water PCE-TCE Settlements            216,946.45 
           00190 Central Plume                            146.79 
                                                  --------------- 
Sum                                                   217,093.24 
                                                  --------------- 
Total for Week 
Sum                                                 1,932,867.92
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 Accounts Payable        Page       -        1 
 Council Report          Date       - 03/21/07 
   As of   Fund          Name                          Amount 
 Thursday 
 --------- ----- ------------------------------ -------------------- 
 03/15/07  00100 General Fund                         456,234.19 
           00123 Info Systems Replacement Fund          4,823.99 
           00160 Electric Utility Fund                 27,740.56 
           00164 Public Benefits Fund                   3,258.33 
           00170 Waste Water Utility Fund             112,775.90 
           00173 IMF Wastewater Facilities              2,596.50 
           00180 Water Utility Fund                    37,009.01 
           00181 Water Utility-Capital Outlay          80,032.64 
           00182 IMF Water Facilities                  67,593.72 
           00210 Library Fund                           3,597.89 
           00260 Internal Service/Equip Maint          14,141.23 
           00270 Employee Benefits                     38,773.72 
           00310 Worker's Comp Insurance                8,166.67 
           00321 Gas Tax - 2105,2106,2107               4,329.52 
           00325 Measure K Funds                          442.00 
           00329 TDA - Streets                          2,343.25 
           00340 Comm Dev Special Rev Fund             25,553.27 
           00410 Bond Interest & Redemption           536,414.36 
           00430 1996 Cop Redemption Fund                 500.00 
           00459 Hud 2003-06                           19,080.89 
           01211 Capital Outlay/General Fund              456.61 
           01218 IMF General Facilities-Adm               351.75 
           01250 Dial-a-Ride/Transportation           139,466.00 
           01410 Expendable Trust                       5,955.00 
                                                  --------------- 
Sum                                                 1,591,637.00 
                                                  --------------- 
Total for Week 
Sum                                                 1,591,637.00 
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 Council Report for Payroll     Page       -        1 
 Date       - 03/21/07 
            Pay Per   Co           Name                           Gross 
  Payroll     Date                                                 Pay 
 ---------- -------  ----- ------------------------------ ------------------- 
 Regular    03/11/07 00100 General Fund                         758,297.78 
                     00160 Electric Utility Fund                129,576.34 
                     00164 Public Benefits Fund                   5,023.40 
                     00170 Waste Water Utility Fund              68,679.68 
                     00180 Water Utility Fund                     8,887.09 
                     00183 Water PCE-TCE                            140.00 
                     00210 Library Fund                          32,710.58 
                     00235 LPD-Public Safety AB 1913              5,566.37 
                     00260 Internal Service/Equip Maint          18,341.84 
                     00321 Gas Tax - 2105,2106,2107              53,766.37 
                     00340 Comm Dev Special Rev Fund             35,661.93 
                     01250 Dial-a-Ride/Transportation             2,994.77 
                                                            --------------- 
Pay Period Total: 
Sum                                                           1,119,646.15 
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  AGENDA ITEM E-02 
 

 

 
APPROVED: ______________________________ 

 Blair King, City Manager 
council/councom/Minutes.doc 

CITY OF LODI 
COUNCIL COMMUNICATION 
 

TM  

 
AGENDA TITLE: Approve Minutes 

a) March 20, 2007 (Shirtsleeve Session) 
b) March 21, 2007 (Regular Meeting) 
c) March 27, 2007 (Shirtsleeve Session) 
 

MEETING DATE: April 4, 2007 
 
PREPARED BY: City Clerk 
 
 
RECOMMENDED ACTION: Approve the following minutes as prepared: 

a) March 20, 2007 (Shirtsleeve Session) 
b) March 21, 2007 (Regular Meeting) 
c) March 27, 2007 (Shirtsleeve Session) 

 
 
BACKGROUND INFORMATION: Attached are copies of the subject minutes, marked Exhibits A 

through C. 
 
 
FISCAL IMPACT:  None. 
 
 
FUNDING AVAILABLE: None required. 
 
 
 
      __________________________ 
      Randi Johl 
      City Clerk 
 
RJ/JMP 
 
Attachments 
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CITY OF LODI 
INFORMAL INFORMATIONAL MEETING 

"SHIRTSLEEVE" SESSION 
CARNEGIE FORUM, 305 WEST PINE STREET 

TUESDAY, MARCH 20, 2007 
 
 
An Informal Informational Meeting ("Shirtsleeve" Session) of the Lodi City Council was held Tuesday, 
March 20, 2007, commencing at 7:00 a.m. 
 
A. ROLL CALL 

Present: Council Members – Hansen, Katzakian, Mounce, and Mayor Johnson 

 Absent:  Council Members – Hitchcock 

Also Present: Deputy City Manager Krueger, City Attorney Schwabauer, and City Clerk Johl 
 
B. TOPIC(S) 
 

B-1 “Review and Discuss Status of Current Council-Appointed Boards and Commissions” 
 
Mayor Johnson briefly introduced the subject matter of boards and commissions. Specific 
topics of discussion included the Animal Shelter Task Force, potential disbandment, 
specified terms, permanent commission status, the Greenbelt Task Force, and the Grape 
Bowl Ad Hoc Committee. 
 
Mayor Pro Tempore Mounce stated she would not support disbandment, but would support 
making the shift to a permanent committee and changing the term limits. 
 
Council Member Hansen stated he would not support disbandment, but would support 
making the shift to a permanent committee and changing the term limits. He also 
suggested the goals of the group be fine-tuned and provided some suggestions regarding 
the same. 
 
Discussion ensued between Mayor Johnson, Mayor Pro Tempore Mounce, and Council 
Member Hansen regarding redefining the Task Force focus, volunteers, objectives, and 
involvement of People Assisting the Lodi Shelter (PALS) and Animal Friends and the goals 
and mission statement to be brought to Council by the Task Force.  
 
Captain David Main stated if a permanent commission is created broader focus and goals 
would need to be set because the one task that the Task Force was originally created for is 
completed.  
 
Discussion ensued between Mayor Johnson, Mayor Pro Tempore Mounce, and Council 
Member Hansen regarding staggered two and four year terms. 
 
Council Member Hansen suggested one member from PALS and Animal Friends be 
appointed to the commission. David Main also suggested a veterinarian be appointed to the 
commission. 
 
In response to Lodi Arts Commissioner Judy Bader, Council Member Hansen stated the 
City does not give grants to the Animal Shelter. Mayor Pro Tempore Mounce stated 
501(c)(3) status may be necessary to receive grants. 
 
In response to Mayor Johnson’s inquiry regarding the Greenbelt Task Force, Mayor Pro 
Tempore Mounce stated she agreed with Mayor Johnson that the number of members 
should be scaled down to five or six with a representative from each group and the Task 
Force should sunset when the zoning is changed and/or a decision is made. 

jperrin
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Continued March 20, 2007 
 

2 

Community Development Director Randy Hatch stated last week he received a copy of the 
proposed zoning change from the Armstrong Road property owners, which was submitted 
to the County through their representative Steve Herum. Mr. Hatch stated the property 
owners do not want City participation at this point. He stated the Task Force will eventually 
sunset because the matter will become a part of the overall General Plan.  
 
In response to Council Member Hansen, Mr. Hatch stated some members are frustrated 
with the process and others have similar feelings about being able to sunset the group.  
 
Mayor Pro Tempore Mounce suggested a sunset of the group at the end of the six-month 
period ending May 2007. Council Member Hansen questioned whether the matter would be 
resolved by then. He also suggested having Council Member Hitchcock participate in the 
discussion. 
 
Mayor Johnson suggested addressing the item in May 2007 when the matter is scheduled 
to come off hiatus. 
 
In response to Mayor Johnson’s inquiry regarding the Grape Bowl Ad Hoc Committee, 
Council Member Hansen stated that, if the Committee continues to exist past July, the 
terms and appointments should be specified.  
 
In response to Mayor Johnson, Deputy City Manager Krueger provided a brief overview of 
the Lodi Tourism Business Improvement District Advisory Board, stating that there is an 
annual report requirement per the Streets and Highways Code.  
 
In response to Mayor Pro Tempore Mounce, Mr. Krueger stated he did not believe there 
were set eligibility requirements for membership and believed it was tied to tourism. 
Mr. Krueger stated he will research with staff the potential of meeting the report requirement 
through staff and bring the matter back to Council. 
 
In response to Council Member Hansen, Mayor Pro Tempore Mounce stated she serves as 
the Council representative to the Youth Commission. She also stated it was important to 
have a member of the Council on the Youth Commission to encourage and support the 
community’s youth. Liaison Brad Vanderhamm agreed with Mayor Pro Tempore Mounce. 
 
City Clerk Randi Johl provided a brief overview of the San Joaquin Emergency Food and 
Shelter Program Committee. Mr. Hatch suggested a member of the Council and/or staff 
serve as the representative to the Committee because it may be connected with 
Community Development Block Grant or other funding. Council Member Hansen suggested 
a staff liaison.  
 
City Clerk Johl provided a brief overview of the Sister City Committee. Discussion ensued 
between Council Member Hansen, Mayor Pro Tempore Mounce, and City Clerk Johl 
regarding the Committee’s ability to continue usage of public facilities for meetings and 
Stockton’s handling of its Sister City Program. Council Member Hansen stated he could 
support eliminating the requirement of meeting attendance with the understanding that the 
City would still make itself available to the Committee for any events, visits, etc.  
 
Arts Commissioner Judy Bader spoke in support of making the Arts Commission liaison 
position held by Deanie Bridewell into a full-time position instead of the part-time, 25-hour 
per week position it currently is.   
 
Lodi Improvement Committee Member Eileen St. Yves spoke in support of receiving further 
direction from the Council and staff so that the Committee can legally provide beneficial 
service to the community. Mayor Pro Tempore Mounce suggested making information 
available to citizens, with the help of staff, so that citizens can help themselves. Council 
Member Hansen also suggested the use of a facilitator. Deputy City Manager Krueger 
stated staff will research the matter of utilizing a facilitator. 
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Continued March 20, 2007 
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In response to Council Member Hansen, Senior Services Coordinator Ann Areida-Hintz 
stated the Senior Citizens Commission can provide annual and/or bi-annual reports to the 
Council at City Council meetings as requested.  
 

C. COMMENTS BY THE PUBLIC ON NON-AGENDA ITEMS 
 

None 
 
D. ADJOURNMENT 
 

No action was taken by the City Council.  The meeting was adjourned at 8:01 a.m. 
 
       ATTEST: 
 
 
 
       Randi Johl 
       City Clerk 

chulem
16



LODI CITY COUNCIL 
REGULAR CITY COUNCIL MEETING 

CARNEGIE FORUM, 305 WEST PINE STREET 
WEDNESDAY, MARCH 21, 2007 

 
C-1 CALL TO ORDER / ROLL CALL 

The City Council Closed Session meeting of March 21, 2007, was called to order by Mayor Johnson 
at 5:30 p.m. 

 Present:  Council Members – Hansen, Katzakian, Mounce, and Mayor Johnson 

 Absent:   Council Members – Hitchcock 

Also Present: City Manager King, City Attorney Schwabauer, Fire Chief Pretz, Public Works 
Director Prima, and City Clerk Johl 

C-2 ANNOUNCEMENT OF CLOSED SESSION 

a) Review of Council Appointees – City Manager and City Attorney – pursuant to Government 
Code §54957 

b) Actual Litigation: Government Code §54956.9(a); One Case; People of the State of 
California; and the City of Lodi, California v. M & P Investments, et al., United States 
District Court, Eastern District of California, Case No. CIV-S-00-2441 FCD JFM 

 c) Actual Litigation: Government Code §54956.9(a); One Case; Hartford Accident and 
Indemnity Company, et al. v. City of Lodi, et al., Superior Court, County of San Francisco, 
Case No. 323658 

 d) Actual Litigation: Government Code §54956.9(a); one case; County of San Joaquin v. City 
of Stockton et al., San Joaquin County Superior Court, Case No. CV029651 

C-3 ADJOURN TO CLOSED SESSION 

At 5:30 p.m.,  Mayor Johnson adjourned the meeting to a Closed Session to discuss the above 
matters. 

The Closed Session adjourned at 6:55 p.m. 

C-4 RETURN TO OPEN SESSION / DISCLOSURE OF ACTION 

At 7:01 p.m., Mayor Johnson reconvened the City Council meeting, and City Attorney Schwabauer 
disclosed the following actions. 

Item C-2 (a) was discussion only with direction to agendize for open session at the next regular City 
Council meeting. 

Items C-2 (b) and C-2 (c) were not discussed, and Item C-2 (d) was discussion only. 

A. CALL TO ORDER / ROLL CALL 

The Regular City Council meeting of March 21, 2007, was called to order by Mayor Johnson at 7:01 
p.m. 

 Present:  Council Members – Hansen, Hitchcock, Katzakian, Mounce, and Mayor Johnson 

 Absent:   Council Members – None 

 Also Present: City Manager King, City Attorney Schwabauer, and City Clerk Johl 
 
B. INVOCATION 
 
 The invocation was given by Reverend David S. Hill, Grace Presbyterian Church. 
 
C. PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 
 
 The Pledge of Allegiance was led by Mayor Johnson. 

jperrin
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D. AWARDS / PROCLAMATIONS / PRESENTATIONS 
 

D-1 Awards – None 

D-2 (a) Mayor Johnson presented a proclamation to Richard Jones, Executive Director of the Lodi 
Boys and Girls Club, proclaiming the week of March 25 – 31, 2007, as “National Boys and 
Girls Club Week” in the City of Lodi. 

D-2 (b) Mayor Johnson presented a proclamation to Nancy Martinez, Library Services Director, 
proclaiming the month of April 2007 as “One Book, One San Joaquin 2007” in the City of 
Lodi. 

D-3 Presentations – None 
____________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
E. CONSENT CALENDAR 
 

In accordance with the report and recommendation of the City Manager, Council, on motion of 
Mayor Johnson, Mounce second, unanimously approved the following items hereinafter set forth 
except those otherwise noted: 
 
E-1 Claims were approved in the amount of $6,248,896.22. 
 
E-2 The minutes of March 6, 2007 (Shirtsleeve Session), March 6, 2007 (Special Meeting), 

March 7, 2007 (Regular Meeting), March 8, 2007 (Special Joint Meeting w/Library Board of 
Trustees), and March 13, 2007 (Shirtsleeve Session) were approved as written. 

 
E-3 Adopted Resolution No. 2007-42 granting signature authority to certain City staff for 

investment of monies in the Local Agency Investment Fund. 
 
E-4 Approved the plans and specifications and authorized advertisement for bids for Elm Street 

Overlay 2007, Lower Sacramento Road to Mills Avenue and Hutchins Street to Ham Lane. 
 
E-5 “Accept Donation of Framed Vintage Aerial Photograph of Lodi from Dr. Floyd Zastrow and 

Frames & Fine Things” was removed from the Consent Calendar and discussed and 
acted upon following approval of the Consent Calendar. 

 
E-6 Adopted Resolution No. 2007-43 authorizing the purchase and installation of 14 mobile data 

computers from Data 911, of Alameda, in the amount of $87,956.11, and Emergency 
Vehicle Solutions, of Menlo Park, in the amount of $6,440.00, and appropriated funds in the 
amount of $94,397 in accordance with staff recommendation. 

 
E-7 Adopted Resolution No. 2007-44 awarding the purchase of 20,000 feet of #1/0 15kV 

concentric-neutral, ethylene propylene rubber-insulated underground cable to the low 
bidder, The Okonite Company, of San Ramon, in the amount of $46,440.25. 

 
E-8 Adopted Resolution No. 2007-45 awarding the contract for the Blakely Park “South” Pool 

Deck Improvements, 1050 South Stockton Street, to 100% Concrete, Inc., of Lathrop, in 
the amount of $71,420. 

 
E-9 Accepted improvements under contract for Elm Street Paving Stone Replacement Project, 

School Street to Sacramento Street. 
 
E-10 Adopted Resolution No. 2007-46 authorizing the City Manager to execute Task Order with 

Treadwell & Rollo for groundwater modeling work for Lodi Central Plume PCE remediation 
design and appropriated funds in the amount of $125,000. 
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E-11 Adopted Resolution No. 2007-47 ratifying the Memorandum of Understanding with Lodi City 
Mid-Management Association for Calendar Year 2007. 

 
E-12 Set public hearing for April 4, 2007, to consider approval of the following items: 

a) Approve Negative Declaration 06-03 for the General Plan amendment and change in 
zoning for the Gini Project (expansion of auto-related businesses) and approve 
Negative Declaration 06-04 for the General Plan amendment and change in zoning 
for the Lodi Memorial Hospital Project (new south wing addition and other related 
facilities); 

b) Amend the General Plan designation for 1333 and 1325 South Central Avenue from 
Eastside Residential to General Commercial (Gini Project) and for 1201, 1139, 
1133, 1127, 1121, and 1115 West Cardinal Street from Low Density Residential to 
Office (Lodi Memorial Hospital Project); 

c) Rezone 1333 and 1325 South Central Avenue from RE-1, Single Family Residential 
Eastside, to C-2, General Commercial (Gini Project); and 

d) Rezone 1201, 1139, 1133, 1127, 1121, and 1115 West Cardinal Street from Low 
Density Residential to Office and approve Development Plan (Lodi Memorial 
Hospital Project). 

____________________________________________________________________________________ 
 

ACTION ON ITEM REMOVED FROM CONSENT CALENDAR 
 

E-5 “Accept Donation of Framed Vintage Aerial Photograph of Lodi from Dr. Floyd Zastrow and 
Frames & Fine Things” 
 
Mayor Pro Tempore Mounce pulled the item. 
 
City Manager King provided an overview of the content of the photograph. 
 
MOTION / VOTE: 

The City Council, on motion of Mayor Pro Tempore Mounce, Hansen second, unanimously 
accepted the donation of a framed vintage aerial photograph of Lodi from Dr. Floyd Zastrow 
and Frames & Fine Things. 

 
F. COMMENTS BY THE PUBLIC ON NON-AGENDA ITEMS 
 

• Jaime Watts, representative of the Downtown Lodi Business Partnership, stated a certified 
accountant provided a report, introduced the new banner, and discussed volunteer membership. 
Mayor Pro Tempore Mounce thanked Ms. Watts for the report. 

 
G. COMMENTS BY CITY COUNCIL MEMBERS ON NON-AGENDA ITEMS 

• Council Member Hansen reported on his attendance at the San Joaquin Council of Government 
Executive Board meeting, the American Public Power Association conference, and the town 
hall meeting regarding Highway 12. Specific topics discussed included funding for nine projects, 
the competitive process for bond money, the lack of funding approval for the I-5 widening, $25 
million award for I-205 auxiliary lanes, meeting with Congressman McNerney regarding security 
costs for the Central Valley project, climate control, and Assembly Bill 112 addressing Highway 
12.  

 
H. COMMENTS BY THE CITY MANAGER ON NON-AGENDA ITEMS 

• City Manager King introduced new Community Center Director Jim Rodems. 
 

chulem
19



Continued March 21, 2007 

 

4 

I. PUBLIC HEARINGS 
 

I-1 Notice thereof having been published according to law, an affidavit of which publication is on 
file in the office of the City Clerk, Mayor Johnson called for the public hearing to consider 
the following: 

a) Certification of the Lodi Annexation Environmental Impact Report as adequate 
California Environmental Quality Act analysis for the Westside Project; and  

b) Approval of the Westside Project, which includes annexation, pre-zoning, 
Development Agreement, and amendments to the Bicycle Transportation Master 
Plan and Westside Facilities Master Plan to incorporate 151 acres into the City of 
Lodi to allow construction of 745 dwelling units, 3 neighborhood/community parks, 
and a public elementary school at 351 East Sargent Road, 70 East Sargent Road, 
212 East Sargent Road, and 402 East Sargent Road.  
NOTE: This item is a quasi-judicial hearing and requires disclosure of ex parte 
communications as set forth in Resolution No. 2006-31. 

 
Council Member Hansen stated he is abstaining from the matter because of a conflict of 
interest with respect to the location of his property.  
 
City Manager King briefly introduced the subject matter of the Westside Project. 
 
Mayor Johnson, Mayor Pro Tempore Mounce, and Council Member Hitchcock disclosed 
that they have not had recent contact with the applicant apart from that which was 
previously disclosed several months ago. 
 
Community Development Director Hatch provided a PowerPoint presentation (filed) 
regarding the proposed Westside Project. Specific topics of discussion included history of 
the project, Land Use Plan, requested approvals, subsequent discretionary approvals 
required at later date, pre-zoning, annexation, Development Agreement, project benefits for 
the City, amendment to Facilities Master Plan, Bicycle Master Plan amendment, 
recommended actions on the Environmental Impact Report (EIR), Planning Commission 
actions on project entitlements, staff recommendations, California Environmental Quality 
Act, significance criteria, EIR findings, certification of EIR, and EIR related questions and 
concerns regarding inconsistency with the Facilities Master Plan, agricultural mitigation, 
traffic and transportation, and water supply and demands.   
 
In response to Council Member Hitchcock, Mr. Hatch stated the proposed project does 
meet the City’s 2% growth management as illustrated on page 16 of the presentation. 

 
In response to Mayor Pro Tempore Mounce, City Manager King stated that, with respect to 
the rehabilitation of eastside homes, the developer has an option of contributing a set 
amount or per home. He stated there may be an opportunity that money would be 
aggregated and leverage other funds to use to rehabilitate less desirable multifamily units. 
 
In response to Mayor Johnson, City Manager King stated the requirements are similar to 
the Reynolds Ranch project and the only difference is there is an increase in the amount of 
money and decrease in the number of units, making the overall amount approximately the 
same.  
 

 Hearing Opened to the Public 

• Tom Terpstra, representative from FCB Homes, spoke in support of the proposed 
Westside Project and generally discussed project benefits, the development 
agreement, and Local Agency Formation Commission (LAFCO) approval. 
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• Tom Doucette, president of FCB Homes, spoke in support of the proposed Westside 
Project and generally discussed working with various interest groups. He also stated 
they will be contributing toward improvements on the east side of town and aggregating 
funds may be the favorable approach. In response to Mayor Johnson, Mr. Doucette and 
Mr. Hatch stated they have not heard of any recent concerns from residents to the 
south of the proposed project.  

• Mike Manna spoke of the adjustments farmers are making in light of the new rules and 
regulations and suggested homeowner notifications be provided for those moving 
adjacent to farming operations. In response to Mayor Johnson and Mayor Pro Tempore 
Mounce, Mr. Manna stated he does farm some nut crops, which cause a large amount 
of dust. He stated he has addressed complaints by using limited chemicals, farming at 
night, and providing notification regarding when they will be farming to surrounding 
property owners.  

• Brian Jungeblut spoke in opposition to the project, based on his concerns regarding the 
lack of a buffer between the proposed project and the property upon which he farms nut 
crops.   

• Brandon and Brian Jungeblut spoke in opposition to the project, stating that the 
presence of a buffer will help the farming operations and adjacent homeowners better 
deal with air pollution matters caused by the dust from the nut crops. 

• Debbie Jungeblut spoke in opposition to the project, based on her concerns regarding 
the lack of a buffer and the method by which the proposed project is being handled. 

• Kathleen O’Conner spoke in support of the proposed project and requested fencing for 
the adjoining property. In response to Mayor Johnson, Ms. O’Conner stated her family 
farms the back 25 acres on the west side of the adjoining property.  

• Tom Terpstra stated the originally presented plans were conceptual and changes may 
occur as plans move from conception to inception. He stated the current plan provides 
better drainage and disclosures are in place for new homeowners. In response to 
Council Member Hitchcock, Mr. Terpstra stated further changes would require 
additional process through the Planning Commission and City Council. Council 
Member Hitchcock suggested looking at longer lot sizes for homes abutting the 
surrounding farm land.  

 

In response to Mayor Johnson, Community Development Director Hatch and City Manager 
King stated disclosures are provided to homeowners when the home is purchased and 
recorded documentation, including ordinances, run with the land. City Attorney Schwabauer 
stated similar to earthquake disclosures, certain signatures acknowledging awareness are 
required, and where there is no signature, a certification is provided stating the homeowner 
was notified.  

 

Public Portion of Hearing Closed 
 

RECESS 
 

At 8:59 p.m., Mayor Johnson called for a recess, and the City Council meeting reconvened at 
9:10 p.m. 

 
I. PUBLIC HEARINGS (Continued) 
 

I-1 MOTION #1: 
(Cont’d.)  

Council Member Hitchcock made a motion, Katzakian second, to adopt Resolution 
No. 2007-48 certifying the final Lodi Annexation EIR (EIR-05-01), adopting Findings and 
Statement of Overriding Considerations, and adopting the Mitigation Monitoring and 
Reporting Program for the Westside Annexation Project. 
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DISCUSSION: 

Mayor Pro Tempore Mounce stated she could not support the motion without the buffer 
requirement.  
 

VOTE: 

The above motion carried by the following vote: 

Ayes: Council Members – Hitchcock, Katzakian, and Mayor Johnson 
Noes: Council Members – Mounce 
Absent: Council Members – None  
Abstain: Council Members – Hansen 
 
MOTION #2 / VOTE: 

The City Council, on motion of Council Member Hitchcock, Katzakian second, adopted the 
following resolutions: 

• Resolution No. 2007-49 approving and forwarding to LAFCO for action the request of 
Tom Doucette, FCB, for an annexation of 151 acres of land into the corporate limits of 
the City of Lodi (Westside Project); 

• Resolution No. 2007-50 approving the request of Tom Doucette, FCB, for an 
amendment to the Bicycle Transportation Master Plan to implement the Westside 
Project; and 

• Resolution No. 2007-51 approving the request of Tom Doucette, FCB, for an 
amendment to the conceptual Land Use/Circulation Plan of the Westside Facilities 
Master Plan. 

The motion carried by the following vote: 

Ayes: Council Members – Hitchcock, Katzakian, and Mayor Johnson 
Noes: Council Members – Mounce 
Absent: Council Members – None 
Abstain: Council Members – Hansen 
 
MOTION #3 / VOTE: 

The City Council, on motion of Council Member Hitchcock, Johnson second, introduced 
Ordinance No. 1793 approving the request of Tom Doucette, FCB, for pre-zoning to PD 
(Planned Development) on 151 acres (Westside Project).  The motion carried by the 
following vote: 

Ayes: Council Members – Hitchcock, Katzakian, and Mayor Johnson 
Noes: Council Members – Mounce 
Absent: Council Members – None 
Abstain: Council Members – Hansen 
 
MOTION #4 / VOTE: 

The City Council, on motion of Council Member Hitchcock, Mounce second, introduced 
Ordinance No. 1794 adopting a Development Agreement pertaining to the development of 
151 acres located on the west side of Lower Sacramento Road between the Woodbridge 
Irrigation District canal and Vine Street (Westside Project) (Development Agreement  
GM-05-002).  The motion carried by the following vote: 

Ayes: Council Members – Hitchcock, Katzakian, Mounce, and Mayor Johnson 
Noes: Council Members – None 
Absent: Council Members – None 
Abstain: Council Members – Hansen 
 
NOTE: Council Member Hansen returned to his seat at the dais. 
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I-2 Notice thereof having been published according to law, an affidavit of which publication is on 
file in the office of the City Clerk, Mayor Johnson called for the public hearing to consider 
resolution establishing area of benefit and reimbursable costs for Lower Sacramento Road 
(Kettleman Lane to Harney Lane) improvements.  NOTE: This item is a quasi-judicial hearing 
and requires disclosure of ex parte communications as set forth in Resolution No. 2006-31. 
 
City Engineer Wally Sandelin provided a brief overview of the proposed improvements 
involving the Lodi Shopping Center, Olive Drive Group, Peterson Group, and the Southwest 
Gateway Group. He also discussed the cost of the improvements and the revised 
resolution. 
 
In response to Council Member Hitchcock’s inquiry regarding the email received from a 
surrounding landowner, Mr. Sandelin and City Attorney Schwabauer stated the 
reimbursements will only affect the subject properties in the future if they subdivide and 
begin to use the services.  
 

 Hearing Opened to the Public 
 

None 
 

 Public Portion of Hearing Closed 
 
MOTION / VOTE: 

The City Council, on motion of Mayor Pro Tempore Mounce, Johnson second, unanimously 
adopted Resolution No. 2007-52 establishing area of benefit and reimbursable costs for 
Lower Sacramento Road (Kettleman Lane to Harney Lane) improvements. 
 

I-3 Notice thereof having been published according to law, an affidavit of which publication is on 
file in the office of the City Clerk, Mayor Johnson called for the public hearing to consider 
resolution approving new rates for solid waste collection. 
 
Public Works Director Richard Prima provided a brief overview of the proposed rates for 
solid waste collection, reasonable rate increases over time, landfill costs operated by the 
County, fuel costs, and the franchise agreement. 
 
In response to Mayor Pro Tempore Mounce, Mr. Prima stated he is not sure of the number 
of people utilizing the low-volume user program.  
 
In response to Mayor Pro Tempore Mounce, Mr. Prima stated an interested citizen could 
participate in the program by using a 20-gallon can, calling the Finance Department at the 
City, and requesting the change.  
 
In response to Mayor Johnson, Mr. Prima stated there is a mechanism in place to adjust 
rates, both up and down, in light of fluctuations in gas, fuel, and the index.  
 
Discussion ensued between Council Member Hansen, Tom Sanchez of Central Valley 
Waste Management, and Mr. Prima regarding the competitiveness of the City’s rate based 
on the comparison chart of rates in surrounding communities.  
 

 Hearing Opened to the Public 
 

• Ann Cerney stated there is a difference between all urban and western urban indexes. 
Mr. Prima stated the City utilizes the Bay Area-Urban index because the western index 
includes areas of California. 

 

 Public Portion of Hearing Closed 
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MOTION / VOTE: 

The City Council, on motion of Council Member Hitchcock, Mounce second, unanimously 
adopted Resolution No. 2007-53 approving new rates for solid waste collection. 

 
J. COMMUNICATIONS 

 J-1 Claims Filed Against the City of Lodi – None 

 J-2 Appointments – None 

 J-3 Miscellaneous – None 
 
K. REGULAR CALENDAR 
 

K-1 “Receive Electric Utility, Wastewater, and Water 2nd Quarter Fiscal Year 2007 Financial 
Reports” 
 
Electric Utility Director George Morrow provided a PowerPoint presentation (filed) regarding 
the subject matter. Specific topics of discussion included a second quarter summary, 
financial results, electric expenses by series, power supply, Northern California Power 
Agency general operating reserves, sales, open position, pilot reduction, pilot history, 
financials, rate comparison, discount programs, electric utility discount programs, projected 
discounts, and neighboring agency discount programs. 
 
In response to Council Member Hansen, Mr. Morrow stated one reason to have reserves is 
to offset fluctuating conditions such as low snow packs, fuel costs, market values, and 
portfolios. Mr. Morrow affirmed that rates cannot be reduced automatically if there is some 
reserve because those funds are needed to ride out peaks and valleys. 
 
Discussion ensued between Council Member Hansen and Mr. Morrow regarding the City’s 
rates and usage among the different tiers as compared to Pacific Gas & Electric rates and 
tiers.  
 
In response to Council Member Hitchcock, Mr. Morrow stated the industrial users received 
a 37% increase and still appear to be a bit under the cost of service because they originally 
started at such a low amount. 
 
In response to Council Member Katzakian, Mr. Morrow stated there are only a few industrial 
users and the difference is a break of about a kilowatt.  
 
In response to Council Member Hansen, Mr. Morrow stated the industrial rate is a bit 
below, while the residential rate is a bit more, and the goal is to keep rates competitive for 
new businesses.  
 
In response to Council Member Katzakian, Mr. Morrow stated industrial users utilize 
approximately 33 1/3% of the entire system’s power.  
 
In response to Council Member Hitchcock, Mr. Morrow stated staff is reviewing options for 
the administration of the medical discount program and will bring back options for Council 
consideration.  
 
In response to Mayor Pro Tempore Mounce, Mr. Morrow stated staff is reviewing as much 
structure and specificity as possible for administering the medical discount program and 
determining eligibility. City Manager King stated there is about a $1 million discount for 
approximately 2,500 customers and they are reviewing procedures for collecting payment. 
 
In response to Mayor Pro Tempore Mounce, City Manager King stated information 
regarding the source of the 25% senior discount for Roseville will be brought back to 
Council.  
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Deputy City Manager Krueger provided an overview of the water and wastewater funds. 
Specific topics of discussion included a wastewater and water summary, financials for 
2006, and operating expenses by series. 
 
In response to Mayor Pro Tempore Mounce, Deputy City Manager Krueger stated they can 
review a pilot program for differing sewer and water rates for vacant properties. He stated 
there would be a need to adjust rates and currently they are still working on keeping the 
rates stabilized.  
 
Discussion ensued between Council Member Hansen, City Manager King, and Mr. Prima 
regarding obtaining the permit for upgrades to the sewage treatment plant, regional board 
communications, permit timing and limitations, and solidity standards. 
 
Discussion ensued between Council Member Hitchcock, City Manager King, and Mr. Prima 
regarding vacancy rates, comparing methods from other cities, meter installation, 
programming financial systems, tiered systems, base rate for infrastructure, standby 
charges, and Proposition 218.  
 
MOTION / VOTE: 

There was no Council action taken on this matter. 
 
K-2 “Authorize Contingency Fee Contract with Folger Levin and Kahn, LLP for the Hartford 

Litigation” 
 
City Attorney Schwabauer provided a brief overview of the proposed contract. 
 
MOTION / VOTE: 

The City Council, on motion of Mayor Pro Tempore Mounce, Hansen second, unanimously 
authorized the contingency fee contract with Folger Levin and Kahn, LLP for the Hartford 
litigation. 

 
K-3 “Repeal Resolution 2007-40 and Adopt Resolution Approving the Revised Distribution of the 

2007-08 Federal Allocation of Community Development Block Grant and HOME Program 
Funds and the Reallocation of Available Funds from Previous Program Years” 
 
City Manager King provided a brief overview of the changes to the previous Community 
Development Block Grant allocation from the last regular Council meeting based on 
additional receipt of grants.  
 
In response to Council Member Hansen, Mr. Wood stated the amount allocated to the Loel 
Center is the same; only the funding source has changed.  
 
In response to Mayor Johnson, Mr. Wood stated they have received two applications in the 
first quarter for the down payment assistance program.  
 
In response to Council Member Hitchcock, Mr. Wood stated the payment assistance and 
repayment amounts are based on affordable income limits and County standards. He 
stated the loans are reviewed every five years to determine repayment and deferment 
capacity. Mr. Wood stated the requested amount is $60,000 at 2% interest for repayment. 
He stated many of the loans are paid off during the five years or when the house is sold, so 
that the money goes back into the program.  
 
Discussion ensued between Mayor Johnson, City Manager King, and Mr. Hatch regarding 
the amount of down payment assistance, the types of properties available, applicant profile 
for applicants, and income requirements. 
 

chulem
25



Continued March 21, 2007 

 

10 

MOTION / VOTE: 

The City Council, on motion of Council Member Hitchcock, Mounce second, unanimously 
repealed Resolution 2007-40 and adopted Resolution No. 2007-54 approving the revised 
distribution of the 2007-08 Federal allocation of Community Development Block Grant and 
HOME Program funds and the reallocation of available funds from previous program years. 
 

K-4 “Approve Expenses Incurred by Outside Counsel/Consultants Relative to the Environmental 
Abatement Program Litigation and Various Other Cases being Handled by Outside Counsel 
($285,696.86)” 
 
MOTION / VOTE: 

The City Council, on motion of Council Member Hansen, Mounce second, unanimously 
approved expenses incurred by outside counsel/consultants relative to the Environmental 
Abatement Program litigation and various other cases being handled by outside counsel in 
the amount of $285,696.86, as detailed below: 
 

Folger Levin & Kahn - Invoices Distribution 

Matter Invoice         Water Acct. 
   No.     No.       Date  Description        Amount 
 8002  100362  1/31/2007  People v. M&P Investments   $  37,327.42 
                  -700.00 
 8003  100361  1/31/2007  Hartford Insurance Coverage Litigation  $211,159.60 
               -1,100.00 
 8008  100363  1/31/2007  City of Lodi v. Envision Law Group   $  25,365.24 
  14329   1/31/2007  PES Environmental-Keith O'Brien   $       
457.50 
  14406   1/25/2007  PES Environmental-Keith O'Brien   $    
3,712.50 
         Total  $276,222.26 

Kronick Moskovitz Tiedemann & Girard - Invoices Distribution 

 Matter No.  Invoice No.       Date  Description    100351.7323 
11233.026     231044 02/25/2007  Lodi First v. City of Lodi   $    1,007.40 
11233.027     231044  02/25/2007  Citizens for Open Government v. $       627.20 
      City of Lodi 
11233.029     231044  02/25/2007  AT&T v. City of Lodi   $    4,034.10 
11233.032     231044  02/25/2007  CFD Formation    $    1,491.20 
         Total  $    7,159.90 

MISCELLANEOUS 
          Water Account 
Invoice No.      Date    Description         Amount 
20061059  2/22/2007   LegalLink, Inc.    $       927.50 
20061058  2/22/2007  LegalLink, Inc.    $       385.00 
   57286   2/23/2007   Sarnoff Court Reporters   $       183.45 
  325946   2/22/2007   Barkley Court Reporters  $       818.75 
         Total $    2,314.70 

 
L. ORDINANCES 
 

None 
 

M. ADJOURNMENT 

There being no further business to come before the City Council, the meeting was adjourned at 
10:51 p.m. 

 
       ATTEST: 

       Randi Johl, City Clerk 
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CITY OF LODI 
INFORMAL INFORMATIONAL MEETING 

"SHIRTSLEEVE" SESSION 
CARNEGIE FORUM, 305 WEST PINE STREET 

TUESDAY, MARCH 27, 2007 
 
 
An Informal Informational Meeting ("Shirtsleeve" Session) of the Lodi City Council was held Tuesday, March 
27, 2007, commencing at 7:02 a.m. 
 
A. ROLL CALL 

Present: Council Members – Hitchcock, Katzakian, Mounce, and Mayor Johnson 

 Absent:  Council Members – Hansen 

Also Present: City Manager King, City Attorney Schwabauer, and City Clerk Johl 
 
B. TOPIC(S) 
 

B-1 “Overview of Governmental Accounting Standards and Practices” 
 
City Manager King briefly introduced the subject matter. 
 
Deputy City Manager Krueger provided a PowerPoint presentation (filed) regarding 
governmental accounting. Specific topics of discussion included accounting overview, 
definition of accounting, vocabulary, accounting process-recording, accounting process-
classifying, accounting processing-reporting, cash and accrual basis reconciliation, audit 
process, and miscellaneous accounting topics including cash pooling basics, budget 
basics, interfund transactions, and accounting software and hardware.   
 
In response to Council Member Hitchcock, Mr. Krueger stated one of the definitions of 
accounting came from a textbook he prefers and that there are several definitions in various 
textbooks and across the Internet. 
 
City Manager King commented on the budget cycles, auditor processes, qualified versus 
unqualified opinions, standards for accounting and public dissemination of information, and 
certificate for compliance with standards. 
 
In response to Council Member Hitchcock, Mr. King stated the opinion reflects the 
truthfulness of reporting regardless of what the organization’s financial standing is and the 
opinion does not speak to whether management decisions are good decisions. 
 
In response to Mayor Pro Tempore Mounce, Mr. Krueger stated the auditor does see the 
accrual basis accounting. He stated the City’s practices are consistent with those of other 
communities and governmental accounting standards require accrual basis accounting. Mr. 
Krueger also stated that typically budget and mid-year reviews are not audited, but the 
numbers contained in the mid-year review are the same as those previously audited.  
 
In response to Mayor Pro Tempore Mounce, Mr. Krueger stated auditor opinions are 
typically unqualified. He stated auditors rarely provide qualifications or refuse to issue an 
opinion unless there is a situation where an agency has difficulty closing its books.  
 
In response to Council Member Hitchcock, Mr. Krueger stated that agencies had to make 
some adjustments that may have accounted for some accounting differences when 
Governmental Accounting Standards Board (GASB) 34 was adopted. Mr. Krueger provided 
a brief overview of GASB 34 implementation. City Manager King stated there was a great 
debate at the time GASB 34 was adopted regarding what methodology will better inform the 
public.  
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In response to Mayor Johnson, Mr. Krueger stated there was a focus on information 
services in the recent audit because there is an integral relationship between accounting 
records and information services. Mr. Krueger stated that because review of every 
transaction is highly cumbersome, there is a statistical method, which includes an internal 
control that auditors use to review certain transactions and compliance with requirements 
set forth in the Sarbane-Oxley Act.  
 
In response to Mayor Johnson, Mr. Krueger stated the tax collector receives and processes 
payments throughout the year and disburses to local agencies as required, but not 
necessarily twice a year when payments are due. City Manager King stated many 
communities have a dry period and one benefit of reserves is to have cash available for 
those time periods. Mr. Krueger provided an overview of the pooling and portfolio investment 
process that many agencies use to operate on a year-round basis.  
 
In response to Council Member Hitchcock, Mr. Krueger stated examples of temporary 
accounts include property taxes, sales revenue, and in lieu fees from the Department of 
Motor Vehicles. He stated the funding is seen on an annual basis, closed at the end of the 
year, and the difference transfers into the ending fund balance. 
 
Discussion ensued between Mayor Pro Tempore Mounce, City Manager King, and Deputy 
City Manager Krueger regarding consistency and governmental accounting practices, the 
ability to stay on either a cash or accrual basis for both the Comprehensive Annual 
Financial Report (CAFR) and budget, case study regarding electric power contracts, ability 
to show liabilities and assets accurately in the budget, and similar practices used in 
Roseville. 
 
In response to Council Member Hitchcock, Mr. Krueger stated Electric Utility and Public 
Works are the main situations for which a cash basis for budget more accurately reflects 
the current financial condition.  
 
In response to Council Member Hitchcock, Mr. Krueger stated that a portion of the budget 
does reflect total balances of the Certificates of Participation, which are also shown in the 
CAFR.  
 
In response to Mayor Johnson, Mr. Krueger stated the first time he was able to trace the 
current practice of showing cash basis on the budget was 1994 and there is the inference of 
cash basis accounting prior to that.  
 
In response to Mayor Johnson, Mr. Krueger stated it is not difficult to alternate between 
cash and accrual basis accounting. Mayor Johnson suggested staying the current 
practices and procedures.  
 
Council Member Hitchcock stated cash basis accounting is helpful for the budget 
accurately reflecting the current picture and suggested staying with the same. 

 
Mayor Pro Tempore Mounce stated a single methodology of either cash basis or accrual 
accounting is best to reflect the accuracy of the financial condition.  

 
Mr. Krueger stated transparency is important and the budget document could use 
improvement. He stated they will remove a reference to “accrual to cash basis adjustment” 
as the numbers for the same are referenced more clearly elsewhere in the document.  
 
In response to Council Member Hitchcock, Mr. Krueger stated there are a variety of classes 
available on GASB 34 and 45 offered by finance officers’ associations and the League of 
California Cities. City Manager King stated he believes presenting the budget on an accrual 
basis would not be reflecting an accurate picture of the current financial condition.  
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3 

In response to Mayor Johnson, Mr. Krueger stated the million dollar amount references only 
the software and the hardware will be approximately an additional $100,000. He stated both 
the software and hardware will need to be replaced at the same time.  
 
In response to Council Member Hitchcock, Mr. Krueger stated the green striped paper is no 
longer available due to printing costs, but the information is available at any given time both 
on the Internet and Intranet. He stated they can do a better job on the summaries, which is 
connected to the software.  
 
Public Works Director Prima stated accrual basis accounting is not preferred from an 
operating standpoint. 

 
C. COMMENTS BY THE PUBLIC ON NON-AGENDA ITEMS 
 

None 
 
D. ADJOURNMENT 
 

No action was taken by the City Council.  The meeting was adjourned at 8:31 a.m. 
 
       ATTEST: 
 
 
 
       Randi Johl 
       City Clerk 
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  AGENDA ITEM E-03 
 

 
 

APPROVED: __________________________________ 
 Blair King, City Manager 

K:\WP\DEV_SERV\LandscapeDistrict\CS&ALandscapeMaintenanceDist2007.doc 3/30/2007 

CITY OF LODI 
 

COUNCIL COMMUNICATION 
 

TM 

 
 
AGENDA TITLE: Approve Specifications and Authorize Advertisement for Bids for Landscape 

Maintenance for the Lodi Consolidated Landscape Assessment District 2003-1, 
Fiscal Year 2007/08 

 
MEETING DATE: April 4, 2007 
 
PREPARED BY: Public Works Director 
 
 
RECOMMENDED ACTION: Approve specifications and authorize advertisement for bids for 

landscape maintenance for the Lodi Consolidated Landscape 
Maintenance Assessment District 2003-1 for fiscal year 2007/08. 

 
BACKGROUND INFORMATION: This project provides for the contract landscape maintenance of the 

Lodi Consolidated Landscape Maintenance Assessment 
District 2003-1.  This contract will cover Zones 1, 2, 5, 6, 8 and 11 at 
an estimated cost of $70,000 for 12 months.  The maintenance work  

covered under this contract is limited to the landscape and irrigation improvements along the reverse 
frontage areas of the subdivisions in these zones.  The specifications for the maintenance zones were 
based on weekly maintenance, which is a significantly higher level of service than other landscape areas 
in the City.  
 
FISCAL IMPACT: The funds for this maintenance contract are provided by the property owner 
 assessments in the Lodi Consolidated Landscape Maintenance Assessment 
District 2003-1 and does not come out of the General Fund. 
 
FUNDING AVAILABLE: Not applicable. 
 
 
 
    _______________________________ 
    Richard C. Prima, Jr. 
    Public Works Director 
 
Prepared by Curt Juran, Assistant Streets and Drainage Manager 
RCP/GMB/CJ/dsg 
cc: F. Wally Sandelin, City Engineer/Deputy Public Works Director 
 George M. Bradley, Streets and Drainage Manager 
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  AGENDA ITEM E-04 
 

 

 
APPROVED: __________________________________ 

 Blair King, City Manager 
K:\WP\COUNCIL\07\Asphalt 07-08.doc 3/30/2007 

CITY OF LODI 
 

COUNCIL COMMUNICATION 
 

TM 
 
AGENDA TITLE: Approve Specifications and Authorize Advertisement for Bids for 3,000 Tons 

of Asphalt Materials for Fiscal Year 2007/08 
 
MEETING DATE: April 4, 2007 
 
PREPARED BY: Public Works Director 
 
 
RECOMMENDED ACTION: Approve specifications and authorize advertisement for bids for 

3,000 tons of asphalt materials for fiscal year 2007/08. 

BACKGROUND INFORMATION: The asphalt materials purchase is needed to carry out the annual 
street maintenance program that is guided by the Pavement 
Management System used by the Street Division and is consistent 
with past practices.  The street maintenance program includes the  

thin overlay program and routine pavement repairs at an estimated cost of $180,000.  This is a simple 
purchase of materials which has traditionally been bid on by the two asphalt suppliers in the area.   
 
The amount of asphalt used by the Street Division has been reduced by 25%, from 4,000 tons to 3,000 
tons, over the past four years due to budget reductions.  The amount of asphalt requested for fiscal year 
2007/08 is the same tonnage of asphalt approved for fiscal year 2006/07, but the estimated increase in 
cost of $24,000 over the last fiscal year is due to the escalating cost of asphalt.  As the 2007/08 budget 
has not yet been finalized, should the full amount of funding needed not be made available, staff will 
reduce the amount of asphalt purchased to match the level of funding. 

Trucking services will be dealt with on an informal bid basis, as the individual costs will be less than 
$5,000 per event.  This has been the accepted past practice and will allow us to obtain services from 
multiple sources on an as-needed basis rather than relying on one provider for the entire season.  The 
proposed operating budget has sufficient funds to cover these items. 

FISCAL IMPACT: This budget expense will assist the Street Division in its continuing effort to 
maintain the City of Lodi’s asphalt paving.  The contract needs to be bid 
prior to the budget in order to have a contract in place for the summer 
maintenance season. 

FUNDING AVAILABLE: Not applicable. 

    _______________________________ 
    Richard C. Prima, Jr. 
    Public Works Director 

Prepared by Curtis Juran, Assistant Streets and Drainage Manager 
RCP/GMB/CJ/dsg 
cc:  George M. Bradley, Streets and Drainage Manager 
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  AGENDA ITEM E-05 
 

 
 

APPROVED: __________________________________ 
 Blair King, City Manager 

CITY OF LODI 
COUNCIL COMMUNICATION 
 

TM 

 
AGENDA TITLE: Approve Specifications and Authorize Advertisement for Request for Proposals for 

various photocopiers in several City departments 
 

MEETING DATE: April 4, 2007 
 

PREPARED BY: Deputy City Manager 
 
 

RECOMMENDED ACTION: Approve specifications and authorize advertisement for Request for 
Proposals for various photocopiers in several City departments. 

 

BACKGROUND INFORMATION: There are nine photocopiers  at five locations in  City  departments 
including Public Works, Finance, Parks and Recreation,  Hutchins 
Street Square, Human Resources, City Clerk and  Fire Departments 

that need to replaced. These machines have various specifications (as contained in Exhibit C of the 
Request for Proposals) and are manufactured by several different companies. In addition they are being 
serviced by several different vendors. The machines identified for replacement require unusually frequent 
repairs and maintenance, which is a source of work interruptions, inconvenience to customers and 
inefficiencies. 
   
Our objective is to obtain proposals that will meet the varying business needs of departments associated 
with the copy speed, expected service demands of the photocopy machines and to eliminate the 
problems identified above. In addition, we look to meet the overall needs of the City by accomplishing the 
following objectives with the business machines we are looking to acquire through this proposal process: 
 

(a) Reduce overall cost of document production. 
 
(b) Have access to state-of-the-art digital technology with copy/print/scan capabilities. 

 
(c) Improve quality and reliability of hardware. 

 
(d) Improve service and support for all locations. 

 
FISCAL IMPACT: it is anticipated that the purchase or lease of business machines on a comprehensive 
basis will result in savings or a better level of service to the public  
 
FUNDING: The budget for 2006-07 includes sufficient amounts to acquire the machines identified in the 
request for proposals. 
     
      ______________________________ 
      Kirk Evans, Budget Manager 
 

____________________________________   
James R. Krueger, Deputy City Manger    

 
Attachments: Request for Proposals 
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CITY OF LODI 
 
 
 

 
REQUEST FOR PROPOSAL (RFP) 

 

COPIER EQUIPMENT PURCHASE AND 
MAINTENANCE SERVICES 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

City of Lodi 
221 W. Pine Street 

Lodi, CA  95240 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

THE CITY OF LODI RESERVES THE RIGHT TO REJECT 
ANY OR ALL OFFERS OR PROPOSALS 
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INTRODUCTION 
 

1. GENERAL 
 
1.1 Your company is invited to submit a proposal in response to the enclosed specifications 

for copier equipment and management services.  
 
1.2 The City of Lodi is looking to replace copiers and maintenance service in approximately 

5 locations. 
  
1.3 The successful Vendor’s bid and the terms and conditions stated in this RFP will be 

made part of the contract between the City of Lodi and the Vendor.  This RFP outlines 
the specifications and requirements, but not necessarily all of the terms and conditions, 
the City of Lodi will incorporate into the final agreement between the City of Lodi and the 
successful Vendor. 

 

1.4 The City of Lodi will evaluate all Vendors’ proposals.  Distribution of this RFP or receipt 
of any proposal will not constitute a commitment by the City of Lodi to any or all of the 
bid participants.  At its sole discretion, the City of Lodi may negotiate a portion of the 
contracted products/services to more than one Vendor, reject all proposals, or further 
negotiate with Vendors if it is determined that the submitted proposals are not 
economically beneficial to the City of Lodi or for other business reasons.  This is a 
Request for Proposal and not a binding offer to contract. 

 
2.   SCOPE OF THIS RFP 
 
2.1 The purpose of this RFP process is to provide your company with the opportunity to 

describe how it can meet specific business requirements of the City of Lodi.  
 
2.2   The City of Lodi is seeking a provider of multi-functional equipment to achieve the 

following goals: 
 

(a) Reduce overall cost of document production. 
 
(b) Have access to state of the art digital technology with copy/print/scan 

capabilities. 
 

(c) Improve quality and reliability of hardware. 
 

(d) Improve service and support for all locations. 
 
2.3   A description of “service” specifications for the City of Lodi is outlined in Attachment 2, 

Product and Service Specifications. 

chulem
35



   

City of Lodi 4  RFP – Copier Equipment & Maintenance 

 
3. RFP PROCESS 
 
3.1 Proposals, Content and Format.  Your proposal must include an introduction.  You may 

determine the contents of the introduction.  However, you must include a general 
statement of understanding along with a statement of the purpose and scope of your 
proposal.  All proposals must conform to the instructions in this RFP.  You are invited to 
submit additional information or materials that you believe will help the City of Lodi 
evaluate your proposal.   

 
3.2 The following RFP Attachments must be included in your proposal: 
 
 Attachment 1 - Supplier Information Form (Describe your company in detail)  
 Attachment 2 - Authenticity of Bid Proposal 
 Attachment 3 - Price Quote 
 Attachment 4 - Implementation Strategy and Timeframes 
 Attachment 5 - Vendor Services Agreement 
 
3.3 You must submit a total of two (2) copies of your proposal in a sealed envelope marked 

"RFP – Copier Equipment and Maintenance" addressed to:  
 

Rebecca Areida, Management Analyst II 
City of Lodi 
Public Works Department 
221 W. Pine Street 
Lodi, CA  95240 

 
3.4 Proposals must be received prior to 4:00 p.m. on                .  ANY PROPOSAL 

RECEIVED AFTER THAT TIME WILL NOT BE CONSIDERED.  Electronic or faxed 
proposals will not be considered.   

 
3.5 The City of Lodi may award the project to any Vendor at any time without previously 

notifying the other Vendors.   
 
3.6 Vendors' Questions:  Vendors will have the opportunity to ask questions regarding the 

RFP.  Any questions should be directed to Rebecca Areida at rareida@lodi.gov.   
 
 Any material information that is provided as a result of a Vendor’s inquiry that could 

provide an unfair advantage will be shared with all Vendors. 
 
4. PRODUCT AND SERVICE SPECIFICATIONS 
 

You may submit alternative contract terms if, in your opinion, they are more favorable to 
the City of Lodi.   

 
4.1 Product Specifications:  Use Exhibit C, Installed Equipment Base/Replacement 

Minimums/Configuration and Volumes, as a guideline for your company’s proposal.  All 
equipment must be new (unused) and the latest model and release. 
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4.2 Delivery, Installation and Training:  You must include delivery, installation and training as 
well as network connectivity in pricing.  All manufacturers’ manuals for all machines must 
be provided to the City of Lodi. 

              
4.3 Quality: All Vendors are expected to provide reliable and consistent goods and services 

of the highest quality in compliance with laws and common practices in the United States 
and with regard for the environment. 

 
4.4 The City of Lodi reserves the right to eliminate any prospective vendor(s) that do not 

adhere to all the laws and regulations necessary for doing business with a public 
entity such as the City of Lodi. 

 
4.5 Performance Standards: All products purchased and sold will conform to the 

specifications set forth in Exhibit C.  Specifications may be amended from time to time 
upon mutual written agreement of both parties.  All products will be in compliance with all 
applicable federal, state and local laws, ordinances and regulations. 

 
4.6 Invoicing: Unless equipment is added or deleted, bid prices are to remain firm.  Bid 

prices are to include the total cost of purchasing the equipment based on the proposed 
price quote.  Purchase cost will also include any and all taxes, including sales and 
property taxes associated with the lease. Failure to include these costs in the bid will be 
cause for rejection of the bid.   

 
 

 
 

5. SERVICE/MAINTENANCE PROVISIONS 
 
5.1 Vendor will provide full service and maintenance coverage, including all consumables, 

with the exception of paper. Vendor will provide a blended service rate or per machine 
service rate for all equipment purchased. 

 
5.2 Vendor will provide a minimum response time of two (2) to four (4) hours for service calls 

or maintenance requests, unless the call is logged in after 3:00 p.m. If logged in after 
3:00 p.m., service or maintenance will be provided by 10:00 a.m. the following work day.  

 
5.3 All responses to service calls will be made within four (4) hours by a qualified technician 

with proper repair equipment on-site. Technicians must be available from 8:00 a.m. 
through 5:00 p.m. Monday through Friday, with the exception of legal holidays. 

 
5.4 There will be no additional charges or overtime for time spent repairing equipment 

before or after the City’s normal operation hours (8 a.m. to 5 p.m.). 
 
5.5 All parts and labor maintenance charges will be covered in full and included in the 

maintenance cost. No additional bills for extra charges will be submitted without prior 
written agreement between both parties. 

 
5.6 All maintenance, including preventative maintenance, will be in accordance with the 

original equipment manufacturer’s standards.   
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5.8 Delivery Guarantee: Equipment will be delivered on or before the date as agreed upon 
by the City of Lodi and Vendor. 

 
 
6.   GENERAL PROVISIONS 
 
6.1 Contract: Vendor agrees to all terms as outlined in the City’s Vendor Services 

Agreement (Attachment 5). Both parties MUST agree to any requests by Vendor for 
modification of terms in writing.  

 
6.2 Alternative Contract Terms: You may submit alternative contract terms in your proposal 

if, in your opinion, they are more favorable to the City of Lodi.  You must describe in 
sufficient detail how the alternatives may be advantageous to the City of Lodi.   
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EXHIBIT A 
 
 

Business and Technology Environment Summary 
 
 
 
The network configuration and equipment currently used by the City of Lodi to which the 
equipment will be connected is comprised of the following elements: 
 

 Computers: Intel PCs 
 System Software: Windows 2000/2003/XP 
 Servers: Win2000/Windows 2003 
 Ethernet: 10/100 baseT using CAT 5 wiring 
 Network Protocol: TCP/IP 
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EXHIBIT B 
 
 
 

Locations, Current Equipment Inventory 
and Estimated Monthly Usage  

 
 
Unit 1 
 Public Works Department  221 W. Pine Street,1st Floor, Lodi, CA 95240 
 Minolta EP5000CS 
 20,000 copies/month 
 
Unit 2 
 Public Works Department  12751 N. Thornton Road, Lodi, CA 95242 
 Minolta EP4000 
 2,300 copies/month 
  
Units 3 & 4 
 Finance Department   300 W. Pine Street, Lodi, CA 95240 
 Minolta EP5000CS (2) 
 20,000 copies/month per unit 
Unit 5 
 Parks & Recreation Department 125 N. Stockton Street, Lodi, CA 95240 
 Minolta Di250 
 25,000 copies/month 
 
Unit 6 
 Hutchins Street Square  125 S. Hutchins Street, Lodi, CA 95240 
 Minolta CF2001 
 10,000 copies/month 

 
Unit 7 
 Human Resources   221 W. Pine Street, 2nd Floor, Lodi, CA 95240 
 Minolta EP5000 
 20,000 copies/month 
 
Unit 8 
 Administration    221 W. Pine Street,2nd Floor, Lodi, CA 95240 

Xerox DC480  
 28,500 copies/month  
 
Unit 9 
 Fire Administration   25 E. Pine Street, Lodi, CA 95240 
 Minolta 5000 
 10,000 copies/month    
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EXHIBIT C  

 
 

Installed Equipment Base/Replacement Minimums/Configuration and Volumes 
 
Proposal MUST include equipment that meets the minimums as outlined in the minimum 
requirement details below (options listed should be included as add-ons to the price quote on 
Attachment 3, with cost of each option listed) : 
 
Minimum Requirements (Units 1 & 3-5) 
 

• Speed of at least 50 PPM 
• Auto Document Feeder 
• Stapler 
• Duplex 
• Digital Print/Copy/Scan to E-Mail/Fax  
• Paper drawer capacity of at least 2,500 sheets 
• Letter, legal and ledger paper handling 
• Finisher with ability to fold and hole punch, with at least 50-sheet stapling capacity 
• Post inserter for ability to add pre-printed covers or insert pages post-process 
 
Optional requirement: 
 

• Full color printing w/minimum 35 PPM 
 
Minimum Requirements (Unit 2) 
 

• Speed of at least 25 PPM 
• Auto Document Feeder 
• Stapler 
• Duplex 
• Digital Print/Copy/Scan Ability 
• Paper drawer capacity of at least 1,000 sheets 

 
Minimum Requirements (Unit 6 & 7) 

• Minimum speed (letter size): 
45 PPM(Black) & 35PPM(Color) 

• Minimum monthly paper handling rating of 10,000 sheets 
• Fiery Print Controller 
• Color copy 
• Color network printing (full bleed) 
• Color network facsimile with Auto Fax Finishing, PC-Fax/PC-Internet Fax,  

Duplex Transmission & Reception 
• Color network scanning with scan to e-mail/FTP              

server/desktop/network folder/USB memory 
• USB printing and scanning 
• Built-in hard drive 
• Letter, legal, ledger & 12x18 paper handling 
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• Minimum total paper drawer capacity of 5,000 sheets 
• Mixed size original copying/scanning 
• Duplex Single Pass Feeder 
• Stack-less duplex 
• Sheet bypass 
• 3-hole punch 
• Stapler 
• Sort & group with offset stacking 
• Saddle stitch finisher w/V-Fold & paper pass 
 

 
 
Minimum Requirements (Unit 8) 
 

• Input speed up to 65ppm 
• Stapling, hole punching, V-folding and saddle-stitch finishing option 
• Upgradeable to print, fax and scan  
• Letter, legal and ledger paper handling 
• 75 sheet duplexing automatic document feeder 
• Full duplex 
• Auto paper select 
• Auto tray switching 
• Covers 
• Job Build 
• Inserts and tab copying 
• Sample set and job storage 
• Paper capacity of 4,800 sheets 
• Multi-position stapling 
• 3-hole punch (2-hole option)  
• Maximum duty cycle of 250,000 pages per month 
• Department ID Codes 
 

 
Minimum Requirements (Unit 9) 
 

• Speed of at least 50 PPM 
• Digital Print/Copy/Scan to E-Mail  
• Multi-position staple/finisher with 2 and 3 hold punching 
• Fully automatic duplexing 
• Paper capacity of at least 3000 sheets 
• Print controller, network ready 
• Hard drive for all copy, print and scan functions 
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ATTENTION VENDORS 
 
 

Attachments 1-8 must be included with your proposal. 
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ATTACHMENT 1 
 

Supplier Information Form 
(This form must be included with your Proposal.) 

 
 
VENDOR NAME _______________________________________________ 
 
ADDRESS  _______________________________________________ 
 
CONTACT  _______________________________________________ 
 
TELEPHONE  _______________________________________________ 
 
 
STATEMENT OF VENDOR'S QUALIFICATIONS 
 
1. Address of principal place of business: 
 
 
2. Closest servicing location: 
 
 
3. Number of local technicians: 
 
 
4. Guaranteed minimum response time? 

 
 
5. List five (5) current customers that are similar to the City of Lodi in type and volume of 

products and/or services purchased.  Include contact names and numbers. 
 

Company Name Contact Name Phone 
   
   
   
   
   

 
 
6.   Additional Information: Include any additional information that you think will be helpful in 

evaluating your proposal. 
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ATTACHMENT 2 
 

Authenticity of Bid Proposal 
(This form must be included with submission of your Proposal.) 

 
 
 
By signature of its authorized representative below, Vendor agrees that the attached proposal is 
per the specifications set forth in the Copier Equipment and Management Services RFP dated    
, for the City of Lodi, and Vendor accepts the terms and conditions of this RFP. 
 
By:  __________________________________ 
 
Typed name:  ____________________________ 
 
Title:  __________________________________ 
 
Date:  ___________________________________ 
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ATTACHMENT 3 
 

Price Quote 
 
 

Equipment 
 

 Price Price w/color option 
Unit 1   
Unit 2   
Unit 3   
Unit 4   
Unit 5   
Unit 6   
Unit 7   
Unit 8   
Unit 9   

 
 
 

Maintenance 
 

 Price per copy Overage 
Charges Other 

Black & White    
Color    

 
 
 
Per copy rate for service must include all parts and labor and all consumables, with the 
exception of paper. 
 
Maintenance will be bid at the approximate copies per month listed on Exhibit B. Price per copy 
cost for maintenance will cover all units.  Any overages will be billed as agreed upon by City. 
 
 
Proposals MUST include all new (unused) equipment and the latest model and release. 
 
See Exhibit A for the City’s Business and Technology requirements. 
 
 
After reviewing the current monthly copy information revealed in Exhibit B, Vendor may submit 
recommendations for equipment and services that may be a better option for the City. 
 
____________________________________________________________________________ 
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ATTACHMENT 4 
 

Implementation Strategy and Timeframes 
(This form must be included with your proposal.) 

 
 
 
Please describe in detail: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

ATTACHMENT 5 
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VENDOR SERVICES AGREEMENT 
 
 

 THIS AGREEMENT is made and entered into as of the ____ day of 

_____________, 2007, by and between the CITY OF LODI (hereinafter “City”) and 

_________________________________ (hereinafter “Vendor”). 

RECITALS 

  This Agreement is entered into with reference to the following facts and 

circumstances: 

A. That the City desires to engage Vendor to render certain professional 

services to the City; 

B. That Vendor is qualified to provide such services to the City; and 

C. That the City has elected to engage the services of Vendor upon the terms 

and conditions as hereinafter set forth. 

TERMS AND CONDITIONS 

1. Services 

 The services to be performed by Vendor under this Agreement shall include 

those services set forth in Exhibit A, which is by this reference incorporated herein and 

made a part hereof as though it were fully set forth herein. 

 Performance of the work specified in said Exhibit A is hereby made an obligation 

of Vendor under this Agreement, subject to any changes that may be made 

subsequently hereto upon the mutual written agreement of said Parties. 

 Where in conflict, the terms of this Agreement supersede and prevail over any 

terms set forth in Exhibit A. 
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 2. Term of Agreement 

 Said services shall commence on execution and shall continue until terminated 

by ten (10) days written notice by either Party. 

 3. Compensation 

 Payment under this Agreement shall be as per Exhibit A. 

 4. Effective Date of Agreement 

 This Agreement becomes effective when endorsed by both Parties in the space 

provided below. 

 5. Reliance of Professional Skill of Vendor 

 Vendor represents that it has the necessary professional skills to perform the 

services required and the City shall rely on such skills of the Vendor to do and perform 

the work. 

 6. Relationship of Parties 

 It is understood that the relationship of Vendor to the City is that of an 

independent contractor, and all persons working for or under the direction of Vendor are 

its agents or employees and not agents or employees of the City. 

 7. Non-Assignment 

 This Agreement is not assignable either in whole or in part. 

 8. Amendments 

 This Agreement may be amended or modified only by written agreement signed 

by both Parties. 

 9. Validity 

 The invalidity, in whole or in part, of any provisions of this Agreement shall not 

void or affect the validity of any other provisions of this Agreement. 
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 10. Governing Law/Litigation 

 This Agreement shall be governed by the laws of the State of California and any 

suit or action initiated by either Party shall be brought in the County of San Joaquin, 

California.  In the event of litigation between the Parties hereto to enforce any provision 

of the Agreement, the unsuccessful Party will pay the reasonable expenses of litigation 

of the successful Party. 

 11. Mediation 

 Should any dispute arise out of this Agreement, the Parties shall meet in 

mediation and attempt to reach a resolution with the assistance of a mutually 

acceptable mediator.  Neither Party shall be permitted to file legal action without first 

meeting in mediation and making a good faith attempt to reach a mediated resolution.  

The costs of the mediator, if any, shall be paid equally by the Parties.  If a mediated 

settlement is reached, neither Party shall be deemed the prevailing party for purposes 

of the settlement and each Party shall bear its own legal costs. 

 12. Entire Agreement 

 This Agreement, including Exhibit A, comprises the entire Agreement. 

 13. Indemnity 

 Vendor shall defend, indemnify and hold the City and its officers and employees 

harmless from any and all claims and liabilities related to or as a result of Vendor's 

performance of this Agreement, to the extent they are caused by the Vendor’s negligent 

acts, or willful wrongful acts. 

 14. Insurance Requirements 
  
Vendor shall maintain during the life of this Agreement insurance coverage in 

accordance with City of Lodi insurance specifications, which include an endorsement 

naming the City et. al., as additional insureds and a primary insurance endorsement. 
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 15. Notice 

 All notices required by this Agreement shall be given to the City and Vendor in 

writing, by first class mail, postage prepaid, addressed as follows: 

 
City:   City of Lodi  

     Attention:  
221 W. Pine Street 

     Lodi, CA 95240 
 
 
  Vendor:  ___________________________ 

     ___________________________ 

     ___________________________    

  

 IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the Parties hereto have caused this Agreement to be 

executed on the date first written by their respective officers duly authorized in that 

behalf. 

DATED:  _______________, 2007 CITY OF LODI 
        
 
      By:__________________________________ 
        
 
         
APPROVED AS TO FORM: 
 
DATED:  _______________, 2007 By:__________________________________ 
            City Attorney 
 
 
 
DATED:   _______________, 2007 VENDOR: 
      _____________________________________ 
      _____________________________________ 
 
      By:   _________________________________  
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City of Lodi 20  RFP – Copier Equipment & Maintenance 

EXHIBIT A 
SCOPE OF SERVICE 

 
 
This form is to be used when you don’t have a proposal letter from the Vendor to use. If you 
have a proposal (RFP and Bid) letter that you wish to use for Item A, simply type “Exhibit A” at 
the top of the proposal letter. 
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 AGENDA ITEM E-06  
 

 
 

APPROVED: ___________________________ 
 Blair King, City Manager 

K:\WP\PROJECTS\WATER\SurfaceWaterRFP\CAward.doc 3/30/2007 

CITY OF LODI 
 

COUNCIL COMMUNICATION 
 

TM 

 
 
AGENDA TITLE: Adopt Resolution Awarding Contract to HDR, Inc., of Folsom, for Surface 

Water Treatment Facility Conceptual Design and Feasibility Evaluation for 
Water Supply and Transmission System ($400,000) and Authorizing the City 
Manager to Execute the Contract 

 
MEETING DATE: April 4, 2007 
 
PREPARED BY: Public Works Director 
 
 
RECOMMENDED ACTION: Adopt a resolution awarding a contract to HDR, Inc., of Folsom, for 

surface water treatment facility conceptual design and feasibility 
evaluation for water supply and transmission system and 
authorizing the City Manager to execute the contract. 

 
BACKGROUND INFORMATION: At the December 20, 2006 City Council meeting, staff was directed 

to solicit proposals from the previously selected group of three water 
consulting firms.  Two of these consulting firms joined forces, and, 
as a result, two proposals were submitted. 

 
The following subject areas were required elements of the proposals: 

1. Watershed Assessment - What user and uses in the Mokelumne River water shed could affect 
the quality of the water at Lodi thereby influencing the treatment needs? 

2. Alternative Site Evaluations - A maximum of four sites will be considered and direction from the 
City Council will be sought early in the program. 

3. Conceptual Design Criteria - Limiting the facility alternatives to conventional and membrane 
technology, what will be the facility design criteria required to meet State and Federal drinking 
water quality standards? 

4. Capital and Annual Operating Cost Estimates - An important part of comparing the alternatives 
will be understanding the capital costs as well as the operation and maintenance costs including 
personnel. 

5. Phased Capacity - What are the opportunities and constraints to phasing the capital construction? 
6. Life Cycle Costs - Allows the comparison of alternatives that are capital intensive but operationally 

inexpensive to those that are capital light but operationally expensive. 
7. Financing Alternatives - Provides an analysis of the interdependence of capital costs and phasing, 

operations and maintenance costs and the impact on the rates, and the revenue stream resulting 
from new development to determine the timing and feasibility of constructing a new water 
treatment facility. 

8. Impacts of Incorporation into the Existing System - Determines the impact upon the City's existing 
water supply system and identifies required modifications to existing facilities, operations and 
personnel. 

9. Environmental Considerations - Provides a screen check of potential environmental fatal flaws. 
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Adopt Resolution Awarding Contract to HDR, Inc., of Folsom, for Surface Water Treatment Facility 
Conceptual Design and Feasibility Evaluation for Water Supply and Transmission System ($400,000) 
April 4, 2007 
Page 2 
 
 
 

K:\WP\PROJECTS\WATER\SurfaceWaterRFP\CAward.doc 3/30/2007 

The firm of HDR, Inc., of Folsom, California, teamed with West Yost & Associates and was selected by 
the Public Works Staff to perform the work described above.  HDR's proposal was the most responsive 
and the firm has recent experience on similar projects of similar size.  Although the recommendation was 
not based upon the cost proposal, the HDR cost proposal of $400,000 was the lower of the two received.  
The expected cost for this phase of the Water Project is estimated to be $600,000 including City staff 
costs and contingencies, thereby allowing the project appropriation to be reduced by $150,000 in the 
FY 06/07 Budget. 
 
Funding for the project is provided by the Water Impact Fee fund, and during the course of this phase of 
the Water Project, a Water Capacity Impact Fee will be established.  This impact fee would cover the 
costs for preliminary engineering, design engineering and construction of the facilities. 
 
FISCAL IMPACT: Advance funding from the Water Impact Fee fund would be reimbursed by 

future fees paid by new development. 
 
FUNDING AVAILABLE: Water Impact Fee fund 
 
 ___________________________ 
 Kirk Evans, Budget Manager 
 
 
 
 
    _______________________________ 
    Richard C. Prima, Jr. 
    Public Works Director 
 
Prepared by F. Wally Sandelin, City Engineer/Deputy Public Works Director 
 
RCP/FWS/pmf 
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RESOLUTION NO.    
 

RESOLUTION OF THE LODI CITY COUNCIL AWARDING CONTRACT FOR 
SURFACE WATER TREATMENT FACILITY CONCEPTUAL DESIGN AND 
FEASIBILITY EVALUATION FOR WATER SUPPLY AND TRANSMISSION 
SYSTEM, AND FURTHER AUTHORIZING THE CITY MANAGER TO EXECUTE 
THE CONTRACT 

====================================================================== 
 
 WHEREAS, at the December 20, 2006 City Council meeting, staff was directed to solicit 
proposals for Surface Water Treatment Facility Conceptual Design and Feasibility Evaluation 
for Water Supply and Transmission System from a previously selected group of three water 
consulting firms; and 
 
 WHEREAS, two of the consulting firms joined forces and as a result two proposals were 
submitted; and 
 
 WHEREAS, the following is a list of the subject areas that were required elements of the 
proposals: 
 

1. Watershed Assessment - What user and uses in the Mokelumne River water shed 
could affect the quality of the water at Lodi thereby influencing the treatment needs? 

 
2. Alternative Site Evaluations - A maximum of four sites will be considered and direction 

from the City Council will be sought early in the program. 
 
3. Conceptual Design Criteria - Limiting the facility alternatives to conventional and 

membrane technology, what will be the facility design criteria required to meet State 
and Federal drinking water quality standards? 

 
4. Capital and Annual Operating Cost Estimates - An important part of comparing the 

alternatives will be understanding the capital costs as well as the operation and 
maintenance costs including personnel. 

 
5. Phased Capacity - What are the opportunities and constraints to phasing the capital 

construction? 
 
6. Life Cycle Costs - Allows the comparison of alternatives that are capital intensive but 

operationally inexpensive to those that are capital light but operationally expensive. 
 
7. Financing Alternatives - Provides an analysis of the interdependence of capital costs 

and phasing, operations and maintenance costs and the impact on the rates, and the 
revenue stream resulting from new development to determine the timing and feasibility 
of constructing a new water treatment facility. 

 
8. Impacts of Incorporation into the Existing System - Determines the impact upon the 

City's existing water supply system and identifies required modifications to existing 
facilities, operations and personnel. 

 
9. Environmental Considerations - Provides a screen check of potential environmental 

fatal flaws. 
 WHEREAS, the firm of HDR, Inc., of Folsom, California teamed with West Yost & 
Associates and is recommended by staff to perform the work described above at a cost of 
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$400,000.  HDR's proposal was the most responsive and the firm has recent experience on 
similar projects of similar size. 
 
 NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the contract for Surface Water Treatment 
Facility Conceptual Design and Feasibility Evaluation for Water Supply and Transmission 
System is hereby awarded to HDR, Inc., of Folsom in conjunction with West Yost & Associates 
in the amount of $400,000; and 
 
 WHEREAS, BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the City Manager is hereby authorized 
and directed to execute the contract on behalf of the City of Lodi. 
 
Dated: April 4, 2007 
====================================================================== 
 
 I hereby certify that Resolution No. 2007-____ was passed and adopted by the City 
Council of the City of Lodi in a regular meeting held April 4, 2007, by the following vote: 
 
 AYES:  COUNCIL MEMBERS –  
 
 NOES:  COUNCIL MEMBERS –  
 
 ABSENT: COUNCIL MEMBERS –  
 
 ABSTAIN: COUNCIL MEMBERS –  
 
 
 
 
 
        RANDI JOHL 
        City Clerk 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

2007-____ 
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 AGENDA ITEM E-07 
 

 
 

APPROVED: ____________________________ 
 Blair King, City Manager 

CITY OF LODI 
COUNCIL COMMUNICATION                             
 
TM 

 
 
AGENDA TITLE:  Adopt Resolution Authorizing the City Manager to Enter Reimbursement 

 Agreements for Staff and Contract Costs Incurred in Processing Development 
 Applications and Approved Developments 

 
MEETING DATE:  April 4, 2007 City Council Meeting 
 
PREPARED BY:        City Attorney’s Office         __ 
 
RECOMMENDED ACTION: Adopt Resolution authorizing the City Manager to enter into 

Reimbursement Agreements with Developers seeking staff and 
contract resources to process development applications and 
developments. 

 
BACKGROUND INFORMATION: Through Resolution 2006-78, a copy of which is attached to this 

staff report, Council established the policy that Developers should 
pay the full cost of in-house and outside engineering and planning  

services incurred in the processing of development applications and implementation of approved 
developments. 
 
In furtherance of that policy staff has, for more intensive developments that require a commitment of time 
and expenses beyond that recovered through standard fees, brought forth Reimbursement Agreements 
for Council approval (reference Agreements with Frontiers Community Builders and San Joaquin Valley 
Land Company). 
 
Staff anticipates the need for such reimbursement agreements on a more frequent basis as it captures 
more of the costs associated with processing applications.  Accordingly, much as is the case with 
Improvement Agreements, staff recommends that Council authorize the City Manager to enter into a 
template form of reimbursement agreement with certain minimum terms and authorize the City Manager 
to set others within his or her discretion. 
 
The basic terms would follow the same format as the Blue Shield and Westside Annexation Agreements:  
An agreement to reimburse for all in-house and outside staff costs, a deposit with an evergreen account 
to bill those costs against and an acknowledgement that the agreement grants no guarantees regarding 
project approval.  The amount of the deposit and evergreen amount would be subject to the City 
Managers discretion based on the expected cost of the services. 
 
Accordingly, staff requests that Council authorize the City Manager to enter into reimbursement 
agreements with the following minimum terms: 
 
1.) Developer will reimburse City for all in-house staff time, contract services, purchased supplies and 

equipment necessary to perform the engineering, legal, environmental and planning services 
necessary for Developer’s project. 

 
2.) Developer shall deposit an amount to be determined by the City Manager equating to staff’s 

estimate of the above costs prior to staff beginning work on Developer’s project.  In the event  
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 costs exceed the estimate, Developer will reimburse the City for the overage.  The deposit will be 

required to be kept evergreen, meaning once the deposit falls below a set amount, the Developer 
must replenish the deposit.  If the Developer fails to do so, City may cease work. 

 
3.) Developer must acknowledge that the Agreement grants them no right or expectation for project 

approval and no right to control in-house or contract staff or demand that the project be processed 
on a particular time schedule. 

 
4.) Developer must agree that it will not be entitled to damages for a delay in the schedule. 
 
5.) Developer will agree to indemnify, defend and hold harmless the City of Lodi in any litigation 

arising out of or related to the project, including environmental claims, personal injury, inverse 
condemnation claims, and claims related to the Lodi Electric Utility taking over territory previously 
in the service area of another Electric Utility. 

  
FISCAL IMPACT: None. 
 
FUNDING AVAILABLE: Developer funded account. 
 
       Approved: 
 
 
 
       _____________________________ 
       Stephen Schwabauer, City Attorney 
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A R€SOLUTION OF THE LODI CITY COUNCt~ AMEND IN^ 
PUBLIC WORKS D ~ P A R T M ~ N T  E N ~ I N ~ E R I N ~  FEES FOR VARIOUS 

NT SERVICES; AMEND IN^ COMM~NITY I M P ~ O V ~ M € N T  
ADMINI~TRATIV~ P R ~ C E D U R ~ ~ ;  AND ~ M ~ N D I N ~  

PLANNIN~ FEES FOR PRE- PMENT REVIEW 
AND ~ ~ U ~ L Y  ES 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

WHEREAS, the Lodi Municipal Code requires the City Council, by Resolution, to set fees for 
various services provided by the City of Lodi to recover those costs associated with providing specific 
services and programs; and 

- Public Works: 

W H ~ R E A S ~  it is common practice for the Community Development Department to request 
review, comme~its, conditions, and approval by Public Works Department staff as part of its review 
process for various development services, such as the review of annexation applicarions, 
development plans, tentative parcel and subdivision maps, and site plan and architectural 
applications; and 

W H E R ~ A ~ ,  historically, the Public Works Department Engineering Division staff costs related 
to these activities were considered to be covered by the fees collected by the Cornmunit? 
Development Department. With the adoption of the restructured Community  evel lop men^ 
Department fee schedule in May 2005 and the establishment of a Special Revenue Fund for 
~ommunity Deveiopment Department services, this is no longer the case; and 

WHE , in an effort to recover Public Works Department staff costs related to these 
discretionary ces and reduce the burden on the General Fund, staff is recommending the 
amendment of seven ~ n g ~ n ~ ~ r i n g  fees to be collected by the Public Works Depa~ment. They are: 
1 ) ~nnexation, 2) ~evelopment Plan, 3 )  Tentative Subdivision Map, 4) Tentative Parcel Map/Non- 
Residential Condominium ~ o ~ ~ v e r s i o n ,  5) Site Plan and Architectural Review, 6) Building Permit - 
~ommercial/!ndus~rial, and 7) Building Permit - Residential; and 

W ~ ~ R E A ~ ,  in order to set fees appropriately, staff performed an analysis of personnel time 
and associated costs typically required to perform each task. Those costs include the cost of Public 
Works staff (salary plus benefits) plus the "fully loaded costs for Citywide overhead (vehicle 
maintenance, building ~aintenance, telephone, etc.) and internal services (Finance, City Attorney, 
etc,). The proposed fees are shown on Exhibit A; and 

WHERE AS^ the fees represent the level of effort and associated costs for an average 
development project. The applicability of the standard fee shall be determined by the Public Works 
Director or his designee with projects exceeding an average level of staff work being charged on a 
time and cost basis. The proposed hou rate by staff position is shown on Exhibit 8. The hourly 
rate is also based an salary plus b ~ n ~ f ~ t ~  d the "fully loaded costs for ~i ty"wide overhead; and 

W ~ E ~ ~ ~ S ,  the fee schedule for existing Engineering fees, except plan check and inspection, 
includes a provision for an annual adjustment on July I based on the Consumer Price Index 
(Wesfern Region, Urban, unadjusted) for the previous calendar year. Because the new ~ngineering 
fees are based upon actual time and cost, staff will continue to monitor all ~ n g i n e e r i n ~  services and 
request Council to update them from time lo time to reflect changes in salary, benefits and overhead 
costs; and 

1 
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W } ~ E R ~ ~ ~ ,  it is recommended that the new fees take effect on June 15, 2006. It is further 
recommended that any applications subject to review by the Public Works Department that are 
submitted after the effective date shall be subject to the new fees; and 

W H E ~ ~ A ~ ,  on April 19, 2006, the City Council adopted an ordinance amending code 
enforcement procedures and establishing admi~ is t~a t i v~  citations and administrativ~ enforceme~t 
hearings; and 

S, the ordinance establishes administrative citation fines but does not address all 
s. Such fees are esta~lished by resolution. Aitached as Exhibit C is the proposed 

updated Community Improvement Fee Schedule to include new procedures established by the new 
code enforcement ordinance; and 

AS, in May 2005, the City Council approved a new fee schedule for Planning fees 
primarily on an average of Planning fees charged in surrounding cities. While this 

new fee schedule did increase Planning fees, it does not achieve full cost recovery, except for only 
in the simplest of cijcumstances: and 

, staff recommends amending the fee schedule as shown in Exhibit D with the 
iy” lo reflect actual staff time spent working on the request. Staff will collect the 

set fee for the Pianning permit at time of application and then track staff time spent processing the 
permit. At conclusion of the permit processing (i.e., Planning Commission or City Council approval), 
staff will reconcile staff time spent processing the permit plus other required administrative charges 
(legal notice publishing costs, mail hearing notice costs, etc.) with the fee collected at application 
submittal. If not substantially equal, staff will then collect the balance due from the applicant as part 
of the issuance of the Planning permit; and 

, staff proposes two new procedures with the fee being added to the Planning 
Fee Schedule (Exhibit D). One of these procedures is a Pre-development Review; the second new 
fee is for a non-fesidential condominium conversion; and 

W H ~ R ~ A ~ ,  since staff time would be tracked and charged to the project, it is necessary to 
adopt the staff hourly rate by position. The proposed hourly rate reflects total salary plus benefits 
and does include overhead for materials, vehicle use, building maintenance, and utilities. Exhibit E 
establishes these hourly rates for ~ommunity Improvement and Planning. These rates will need to 
be updated by Resolution from time to time to reflect changes in salary, benefits, and overhead 
costs, 

NOW, Y ~ ~ R E F ~ ~ E ,  BE IT R E S ~ L V ~  
implement the fee schedules attached hereto, 
this Resolution; and 

that the City Council of the City of Lodi does hereby 
arked Exhibit A, 5, C, 5, and E and made a part of 

nQin~ering fees will also be subj@ct to an a n ~ ~ a l  
ce Index (Western Region, Urban, unadjusted) for 

the previous caiendar year; and 

E IT FURT~ER  RESOLVE^ that any applications subject to review by the Public Works or 
Community Development ~epartments tha.t are submitted after the effective date of this Resolution 
shall be subject to the new fees: and 

R ~ ~ ~ ~ V ~ ~  FURTH~R that all resolutions or parts of resolutions in conflict herewith are 
repealed insofar as such conflict may exist; and 
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R ~ S O ~ ~ ~ ~  F U R T ~ ~ f f  that this resolution shall be in force and take effect on 
June 15,2006. 

Dated: May 3, 2006 --___-_--____-____------------------------------------------------------ 

I hereby certify that ~esolut iQn No. 2006-78 was passed and adopted by the City 
Council of the City of Lodi in a regular meeting held May 3, 2006, by the following vote: 

AYES: COUNCIL M ~ M ~ ~ R ~  - Beckman, Hansen, Johnson, Mounce, and 
Mayor Hitchcock 

NOES: COUNCIL M ~ M ~ ~ R S  - None 

A B ~ E N T :  COUNCIL MEM 

A ~ ~ T A I N :  COUNCIL M ~ M  

SUSAN J. B L A ~ K ~ T O N  
City Clerk 
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'" These fees shall be adjusted annually by the inflation rate based on the prior cakndar year 2s determined by 
the Cmsumei. Poce Index weestem Region. Urban, unadjusted), The rate of inflation (or deflation) is appiied 
to the fees !o determine the fees for the subsewen: yeai. Said fee adjustments, kt any. will be made automaticaily 
efkctiue July 1 of eact year. 
Based on sngle-farnily residential deveiopments having 75 iols or 1 ~ 5 s .  Single family iesMenlial projeas having 
mow than '75 iots will be charged on a bme and cost basis. 
CornmeidaJl,ndustriai probds (aiger than 2 aues will be charged on a time and as: basts. 

(" 

!I1 

chulem
62



Fubiic Works Director 
City Engineer 
Senior Civil Engineer 

Senior Traffic Engineer 
Associate Civil Engineer 
Senior Engineering Technician 

A s ~ l § ~ a n t  Engineer 
Junior Engineer 
Engineering Technician 

$1 I O l W r  

$9O/Hr 
$8O/Hr 

$BOIHr 
$75/Hr 
$60/1-lr 
TBD if filled 

TBD if filled 
TBD if Filled 

(i) These hoiiriy rates are luily ibui-den& which includes saiary, ail benefits, and overhead 
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Code C'omp1ianc.e Permit Fee $ 1  OOihr $ I (JUAir 
Reinspection Fee nia 3'50 

Injilai Non-Compliance Fee $100 $100 
Suhsequciit N o i ~ ~ ~ o i ~ i i ~ i i a n c ~  Fees $300 $300 

Initial Appeai Fee $300 $100 
Second .tipped Fee nia $300 
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: 

~ppi.;i~s ........................................................................................................ $300 

ENVIRONMENI"I1, IMI'ACT r<EPORT ................................................................. IiOURLY 

O P M E N T  PI,AN RWJIEW ............. ..................... $2,500 + HOURLY 

GENERAL, PLAS hhiE:4DM ........................................................................... $3,000 + HOUriLY 

HOME C ~ C U P A T I O N  .................... ................................................... $100 

IANDSCAPE Rlc\~Ik:\v... ................................................. 
LIVE EN?ERT,hlNMENT PERhllT .............................. 

M I ~ C ~ U ' I O N  MOR'!TORING ..... $HOURLY 

TENTATIVE PARCEL M!lP .......................................................... $2,500 + HOURLY 

PRFI,!MINARY ~ ~ ~ ' l R O N M ~ ~ . ~ L  k3SFE3MEN'I' ....................... 
RIIZONE ............... ............................................ $2,000 + HOURLY 

SITIS PIAN AND RRCIIITECTLIRAL REVIEW (SPARC) .............................................. $1,875 + HOURLY 
TENTATIVE SURDIVISION M A P . ,  ..................................................... .............. $4,600 +HOURLY 
USE Pt?RM!T ................................................................................................. $2,000 + HOURLY 

S'AII!ANCE $1,000 4- HOLIRLY 

... $175 + HOURLY 

LOT LiNR A!3,JUSTM2ENT ............................ ..................... $650 + HOURLY 
.................................... 

RA'i'lCIN .................................................. $900 + HOUiiLY 

NON-RES~DEY'~~T~AL ~ O N D O ~ ~ ! N I L J ~  CONVERSlONS ................ 52,000 + HOURLY 

..... $250 + HOURLY 

...................................................................................................... 

Pl~R-I)EVEI,OF'MENT RI.?vTEW .................................................................... 
I)OCUMF;NT IMylA(iiNOL.. ..................................................... .................... $~O/APPLICATION 

STA17'J? CONSIJ!,TA'r!ON (INCl.UDIl3G LE?TERS/. ........................ 

?'€re APPI,ICA?lON IFE!?,S LiSTED ABOVE ARK REPUNDAR1.E UNDER THE FOLLOWIN0 CIRCIJMSTANCES: 

.................... HOURLY 
______- _._.I-.___._ _ _ _ ~  -___ ._ 

* M~ITl.3IN 30-DAYS O F  AI'PI.iCATION - 75% RPWUNII. 
* AFTER PROJEXT rZCCEPI'ANCE AND CIRCCIL4TION 1WR REVIEW - 50% REFUND. 
c ,%I"IT'ER l~OKM!Ji,A?iON 01:' STAiiF IICCOMMENDATION TO I~Lr\NNiNO COMMISSION AND/OR CITY COIJNCIL, 

OR !?&DAYS, \.VI-IiCHSVEK COMES FlRST- NO REFUND. 
S [.'OR INFORMATION, CORI?ECI'IONS, OK AME:NDMICN MUST BE SUBMIVED WITHIN 30- 

Ro.rp;:cT !S r N K w r 3  REYOND 30-D4YS, THE ,Al?PLIC.h'fiON WILL BE RETLJRNED AND A REFUND 
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I Community Improvement Maiiagei 
5 Community ~ r I ~ p r o v ~ i ~ l e n ~  Officeis 
e Adniinistrativc Cleric 

e Corninunity Development Director 
C, Planning Manager 

Senior Planner 
I) Associate Planner 
6 Assistant Planner 
I Junior Planner 
E Contract Planner 
e . ~ ~ d i ~ i i n ~ s t ~ ~ l i v ~  Secretary 

$ 7 0 M  
$4 Mi r 
$30/Hr 
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RESOLUTION NO. 2007-____ 
 

A RESOLUTION OF THE LODI CITY COUNCIL 
AUTHORIZING THE CITY MANAGER TO ENTER  

INTO REIMBURSEMENT AGREEMENTS ON  
BEHALF OF THE CITY OF LODI 

=================================================================== 
 
 WHEREAS, at their meeting held May 3, 2006, the Lodi City Council adopted 
Resolution No. 2006-78, establishing the policy that Developers should pay the full cost 
of in-house and outside engineering and planning services incurred in the processing of 
development applications and implementation of approved developments; and 
 
 WHEREAS, in furtherance of that policy staff has, for more intensive 
developments that require a commitment of time and expenses beyond that recovered 
through standard fees, brought forth Reimbursement Agreements for Council approval; 
and 
 
 WHEREAS, staff anticipates the need for such reimbursement agreements on a 
more frequent basis as it captures more of the costs associated with processing 
applications; and 
 
 WHEREAS, accordingly, much as is the case with Improvement Agreements, 
staff recommends that Council authorize the City Manager to enter into a template form 
of reimbursement agreement with certain minimum terms and authorize the City 
Manager to set others within his or her discretion; and 
 
 WHEREAS, the basic terms of an agreement would be to reimburse for all in-
house and outside staff costs, a deposit with an evergreen account to bill those costs 
against and an acknowledgement that the agreement grants no guarantees regarding 
project approval.  The amount of the deposit and evergreen amount would be subject to 
the City Managers discretion based on the expected cost of the services; and 
 
 WHEREAS, staff requests that Council authorize the City Manager to enter into 
reimbursement agreements with the following minimum terms: 
 
1.) Developer will reimburse City for all in-house staff time, contract services and 

purchased supplies and equipment necessary to perform the engineering, legal, 
environmental and planning services necessary for Developer’s project. 

 
2.) Developer shall deposit an amount to be determined by the City Manager 

equating to staff’s estimate of the above costs prior to staff beginning work on 
Developer’s project.  In the event costs exceed the estimate, Developer will 
reimburse the City for the overage.  The deposit will be required to be kept 
evergreen, meaning once the deposit falls below a set amount, the Developer 
must replenish the deposit.  If the Developer fails to do so, City may cease work. 

 
3.) Developer must acknowledge that the Agreement grants them no right or 

expectation for project approval and no right to control in-house staff or demand 
that the project be processed on a particular time schedule. 
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4.) Developer must agree that it will not be entitled to damages for a delay in the 
schedule. 

 
5.) Developer will agree to indemnify, defend and hold harmless the City of Lodi in 

any litigation arising out of or related to the project, including environmental 
claims, personal injury, inverse condemnation claims, and claims related to the 
Lodi Electric Utility taking over territory previously in the service area of another 
Electric Utility. 

  
 NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the Lodi City Council does hereby 
authorize the City Manager to enter into reimbursement agreements with the minimum 
terms as outlined above. 
 
Dated: April 4, 2007 
 
=================================================================== 
 
 I hereby certify that Resolution No. 2007-____ was passed and adopted by the 
City Council of the City of Lodi in a regular meeting held April 4, 2007, by the following 
vote: 
 
 AYES:  COUNCIL MEMBERS –  
 
 NOES:  COUNCIL MEMBERS –  
 
 ABSENT: COUNCIL MEMBERS –  
 
 ABSTAIN: COUNCIL MEMBERS –  
 
 
 
 
 
       RANDI JOHL 
       City Clerk 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

2007-____ 
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  AGENDA ITEM E-08 
 

 
 

APPROVED: __________________________________ 
 Blair King, City Manager 

CITY OF LODI 
 

COUNCIL COMMUNICATION 
 

TM 

 
 
AGENDA TITLE: Approve a new Development Code Update Plan and Adopt a resolution authorizing 

the City Manager to enter into contract with Jacobson & Wack in the amount of up 
to $55,000 for contract services related to the completion of the Development 
Code Update. 

 
MEETING DATE: April 4, 2007 
 
PREPARED BY: Randy Hatch, Community Development Director 
 
 
RECOMMENDED ACTION:  That the City Council approve a new Development Code Update Plan and  
                                               adopt a resolution authorizing the City Manager to enter into contract with  
Jacobson & Wack in the amount up to $55,000 for contract services related to the completion of the  
Development Code Update. 

BACKGROUND INFORMATION:  In January of 1999, the City entered into a contract with the  
    firm of Crawford, Multari & Clark, Associates for a major revision of 
the City’s Zoning Ordinance.  The contract was for the amount of $111,780.00 and was for the 
preparation of a new development code to replace the City’s current Zoning Ordinance.  In 2004, the City 
decided to cancel the contract with Crawford/Multari due to significant budgetary constraints and the 
departure of key departmental staff.  When the contract was terminated, the consultants had only spent 
approximately 60% of the budget.  The remaining 40% or $44,712 was reallocated back to the City’s 
General Fund. 
 
One of the basic issues that triggered the need for a new Development Code is the age of the existing 
Zoning Ordinance.  The existing document was adopted in the mid-1950s and was the City’s first 
comprehensive zoning ordinance.  Because of the age of the document, some of the concepts and 
standards are out of date.  Regulations related to development standards including setbacks, densities, 
lot coverage, etc. that worked 50-years ago do not relate as well to current development practices.  
Additionally, amendments have been made to various sections of the ordinance over the years to try to 
address specific planning and zoning issues as well as conform to changes in state law.  These changes 
have created internal inconsistencies in the ordinance and have made it increasingly difficult for City staff 
and the public to utilize the current zoning ordinance.  Lastly, the zoning ordinance has certain 
inconsistencies with the City’s current General Plan, which was adopted in 1991, and this can create 
confusion in the interpretation of the standards for development. 
  
The consultants began the process of preparing a new Development Code shortly after being awarded 
the contract.  They worked with City staff and the Planning Commission to determine what the City 
wanted in a new Development Code, and what issues or problems the City had with the existing Zoning 
Ordinance.  One of the early directions they received from the City was to prepare a document that would 
retain some semblance with the current zoning code and one that would not be a radical departure from 
the current zoning practices.  The City was looking for a Development Code that was more evolutionary 
as opposed to revolutionary in nature.  The City hoped to update and upgrade the ordinance while still 
retaining development concepts that have made Lodi a special place. 
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Based on this direction, the consultants went through the existing zoning ordinance chapter by chapter 
and suggested changes or ways to improve the document.  This included greatly expanding and updating 
the list of definitions; adding numerous tables and illustrations to help explain zoning and planning 
concepts; changing or adding regulatory standards to address current development issues faced by the 
City; and reorganizing the document to make it easier to comprehend and making it more user-friendly.  
Additionally, the document codifies procedural issues to help the public navigate the sometimes complex 
planning and zoning process.    
 
City staff reviewed these suggestions and added their own comments and ideas.  Following numerous 
reviews and rewrites, the consultants prepared a series of draft chapters of the document for review by 
the City.  The individual chapters were brought before the Planning Commission for their input and 
suggestions over a period of a year or so.  Based on the Planning Commission’s discussions, their ideas 
and suggestions for changes were incorporated into the document.  At this stage of the process, the City 
decided to temporarily halt the project and stop further work on the new Development Code accounting 
for approximately 60% of the entire project scope and approximately $67,068 of the entire project budget. 

Recent discussions with both the City Council and the Planning Commission have resulted in indications 
that there may be a desire to once again move forward with the preparation and adoption of this new 
Development Code and to include specific areas of interest including; residential intensification, itinerant 
merchants and commission review of architecture and site plans.  

ANALYSIS:  Planning staff has received direction from both the City Council and the Planning 
Commission to move forward with the completion and adoption of the new Development Code.  In order 
to proceed with the update, staff has contacted land use planning consultants Jacobson & Wack to 
complete the preparation of the unfinished Development Code.  City staff requested that the consultants 
provide the City with a Request for Proposal (Exhibit A).  The consultants will work closely with City staff 
throughout the process of document preparation, review and final adoption.  Jacobson & Wack were the 
sub-consultants for Crawford, Multari & Clark, Associates who the City originally hired back in 1999 to 
conduct the major revision of the City’s Zoning Ordinance.  Because of their knowledge, familiarity and 
experience with the project that current staff doesn’t possess, staff is confident that Jacobson & Wack is 
qualified to assist the City in delivering the background, institutional knowledge and a final adoptable 
version of the Development Code.  Jacobson & Wack has proposed a budget of $49,480 for their work.  
Staff suggests an approximate 10% contingency be added to authorize up to $55,000 for Jacobson & 
Wack work. 
 
 
FISCAL IMPACT:  Up to $55,000 plus associated staff time and costs of publishing public  
  hearing notices.   
  
FUNDING AVAILABLE: Staff recommends that $55,000 for the Jacobson & Wack contract be 

appropriated from the General Fund to the Community Development Fund. 
 
   
  _____________________________ 
  Kirk Evans, Budget Manager 
 
 
 
 
    _______________________________ 
    Randy Hatch  
    Community Development Director  
RH/kjc 
Attachments 
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Exhibit A 

JACOBSON & WACK 
LAND USE PLANNING CONSULTANTS 

9530 Hageman Road, Suite “B” 205, Bakersfield, CA 93312 (661) 213-4100 (661) 213-4111 (FAX) 
jwplans@lightspeed.net 

 
 
 
February 27, 2007 
 
 
Mr. Peter Pirnejad 
Director, Planning Division 
Lodi City Hall 
221 West Pine Street 
Lodi, CA 95240 
 
Subject:  Proposal for the completion of an unfinished Development Code 
 
 
Dear Mr. Pirnejad: 
 
Thank you for inviting me to submit a proposal to complete the City's first comprehensive 
Development Code.  Based on our recent discussion, this proposal will address my proposed 
approach to complete the preparation of the unfinished Development Code, whose original 
program was initiated in October, 1998.  As we discussed during our recent telephone 
conversation, some of the tasks that I have identified in the work plan could be partially or 
completely accomplished by City staff in order to keep the budget within the City's established 
spending limits. 
 
The attached recommended work plan is based on my current understanding of the City's 
needs and my experience with other similar projects.  I anticipate working very closely with City 
staff throughout the process of document preparation, review, and adoption. And, as always, I 
will be highly responsive to any evolving City objectives as they may develop over the course of 
the project. 
 
I welcome the opportunity to work with the City of Lodi on this important project. Please do not 
hesitate to contact me at (661) 213-4100 if you require any additional information.  I encourage 
you to contact my past clients (reference list available upon request) who can attest to my ability 
to deliver an excellent product that meets or even exceeds the City’s needs. 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
Jacobson & Wack 
 
 
 
Bruce Jacobson 
Principal 
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WORK PLAN, BUDGET, AND SCHEDULE 
 

Completion of the unfinished Development Code 
February 27, 2007 

 
1. Document review.  Even though I was a major contributor to the entire draft Development 

Code, I will first thoroughly review all of the most recent drafts of the document last 
submitted to the City in February, 2006.  While the footer on these documents (all eight 
articles) contains a date of 2/06, the actual material contained in the documents date back to 
as early as October, 1999 (Article 8) and May, 2000 (Articles 3 & 4).  Consequently, my 
memory needs a great deal of refreshment. 

 
 Budget: $2,720 (16 hours at $170 per hour) 
 
2. Meeting with City staff. I will conduct one meeting with appropriate City staff members to: 
 

• Review the City's direction and expectations for the initiation of the original project back 
in October, 1998. 

• Review the City's direction and expectations for this project. 
• Discuss the issues associated with the existing Preliminary Draft of the Development 

Code, dated 2/06.  This would include the identification of text materials in need of 
updating (e.g., Child Day Care Facilities, Second Dwelling Units, Subdivision Ordinance 
Provisions, Telecommunications Facilities, etc.) as well as any new materials that the 
City staff may want added to the draft Development Code (e.g., Affordable Housing – 
Density Bonus Provisions, Requests for Reasonable Accommodations under ADA and 
Title 24, etc.). 

• Tour the City to observe actual built conditions that should be "corrected/discouraged" or 
"incentavised/encouraged" in the new Development Code. 

• Review format and organization alternatives, if desired. 
 

A product of this meeting will be a detailed list of items that need special attention and 
additional work in the draft Development Code.  If desired by the City, I will attend additional 
meetings on a time and materials basis ($1,500 per additional meeting). 

 
 Budget: $2,000 
 
3. Revised Preliminary Draft Development Code.  Following the initial meeting with staff 

identified in Task 2, above, I will prepare a draft of all of the updated and new materials 
identified in Task 2, above, as in need of addition to the draft Development Code.  I will then 
incorporate all of these materials into the appropriate locations within the Revised 
Preliminary Draft Development Code.  A preliminary set of graphics and illustrations will be 
included, where needed.  (Provide one electronic copy.) 

 
  Budget: $20,400 (120 hours at $170 per hour) 
 
4. Screencheck Draft Development Code.  Following review and comment of the Revised 

Preliminary Draft Development Code by staff, I will prepare the Screencheck Draft 
Development Code to confirm that all of staff's suggested/requested refinements have been 
properly incorporated into the draft Development Code.  (Provide one electronic copy.) 
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  Budget: $6,800 (40 hours at $170 per hour) 
 
5. Public Review Draft Development Code.  Following review and comment of the 

Screencheck Draft Development Code by staff, I will prepare the Public Review Draft 
Development Code to confirm that all of staff's suggested/requested refinements have been 
properly incorporated into the draft Development Code for presentation to the Planning 
Commission for review and recommendation and City Council for review and adoption.  
(Provide one electronic copy.) 

 
Note:  Consideration should be given for a public outreach program to share the Public 
Review Draft Development Code with the general public and industry stakeholders before 
initiation of the public hearings. 

 
  Budget: $3,400 (20 hours at $170 per hour) 
 
6. Planning Commission hearings (2).  I will attend and participate in up to two public 

hearings with the Planning Commission to review the Public Review draft of the new 
Development Code. This task anticipates the preparation of a PowerPoint presentation to 
assist the Commission and public in better understanding the material being presented. 
During the hearings, I will provide support for Commission and public review, as determined 
appropriate by the City's project manager, by being available to answer questions about 
proposed revisions, to discuss possible alternative approaches, and to draft revised 
language in response to staff or Commission direction. If desired by the City, I will attend 
additional meetings on a time and materials basis. 

 
  Budget: $3,000 (Flat rate of $1,500 per public hearing) 
 
7. City Council hearings (2).  I will attend and participate in up to two public hearings where 

the City Council considers the adoption of the new Development Code. I will be prepared to 
present the previously prepared (Planning Commission) PowerPoint presentation. During 
the hearings, I will provide support for Council and public review, as determined appropriate 
by the City's project manager, by being available to answer questions about proposed 
revisions, to discuss possible alternative approaches, and to draft revised language in 
response to staff or Council direction. If desired by the City, I will attend additional meetings 
on a time and materials basis. 

 
Budget: $3,000 (Flat rate of $1,500 per public hearing) 

 
8. Screencheck Final Development Code.  After adoption of the new Development Code and 

before its effective date, I will prepare a final version, incorporating all changes made by the 
City Council.  I will provide a screencheck version so that City staff can verify that the 
document accurately incorporates all changes approved by the City Council during the 
adoption process.  (Provide one electronic copy.) 

 
  Budget: $5,440 (32 hours at $170 per hour) 
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9. Final Development Code.  Following receipt of City staff's confirmation of the Screencheck 
Final Development Code, I will prepare the Final Development Code for delivery to the City 
for codification and publication.  I will provide an electronic copy in Microsoft Word software 
and .PDF format.  Graphics will be provided in an electronic format. 

 
  Budget: $2,720 (16 hours at $170 per hour) 
 

TOTAL BUDGET: $49,480* 
 
* Progress billings will be forwarded to the City on a monthly basis based on time and 
materials and upon my standard hourly rate of $170.  Because of the uncertainty of the 
level of work required for the preparation of Task 3. (Revised Preliminary Draft 
Development Code), I shall notify the City when the earned fee amounts to 
approximately 80 percent of the above estimated total budget amount ($49,480) and 
shall further notify the City as to the status of the project and any potential need for a 
budget augmentation.  The City will be responsible for the preparation of all required 
CEQA studies and documentation. 
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PROJECT SCHEDULE BY TASK 
 
Tasks 

 
To Be Submitted/Conducted 

 
1. Document review. 

 
Within 30 days of receipt of City=s ANotice to Proceed@ 

 
2. Meeting with City staff 

 
Within 30 days of receipt of City=s ANotice to Proceed@ 

 
3. Revised Preliminary Draft 

Development Code 

 
Within 60 days following completion of Task 2. 

 
4. Screencheck Draft Development 

Code  

 
Within 45 days following receipt of City staff's 
comments on the Revised Preliminary Draft 
Development Code. (Task 3) 

 
5. Public Review Draft 

Development Code  

 
Within 21 days following receipt of City staff's 
comments on the Screencheck Draft Development 
Code. (Task 4) 

 
6. Planning Commission hearings  

 
To be determined at a later date 

 
7. City Council hearings 

 
To be determined at a later date 

 
8. Screencheck Final Development 

Code 

 
Within 14 days following completion of Task 7. 

 
9. Final Development Code  

 
Within 14 days following completion of Task 8. 
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RESOLUTION NO. 2007-____ 
 

A RESOLUTION OF THE LODI CITY COUNCIL APPROVING 
NEW DEVELOPMENT CODE UPDATE PLAN, AND FURTHER 
AUTHORIZING THE CITY MANAGER TO EXECUTE 
CONTRACT WITH JACOBSEN & WACK FOR SERVICES 
RELATED TO THE COMPLETION OF THE DEVELOPMENT 
CODE UPDATE 
 

=================================================================== 
 
 NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the Lodi City Council does hereby 
approve the new Development Code Update Plan; and 
 
 BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the City Manager is hereby authorized to 
execute a contract with Jacobsen & Wack for services related to the completion of the 
Development Code Update, in an amount not to exceed $55,000. 
 
Dated: April 4, 2007 
 
=================================================================== 
 
 I hereby certify that Resolution No. 2007-____ was passed and adopted by the 
City Council of the City of Lodi in a regular meeting held April 4, 2007, by the following 
vote: 
 
 AYES:  COUNCIL MEMBERS –  
 
 NOES:  COUNCIL MEMBERS –  
 
 ABSENT: COUNCIL MEMBERS –  
 
 ABSTAIN:  COUNCIL MEMBERS –  
 
 
 
 
 
       RANDI JOHL 
       City Clerk 

 
 
 

2007-____ 
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APPROVED: __________________________________ 
 Blair King, City Manager 

CITY OF LODI 
COUNCIL COMMUNICATION 
 

TM 

 
 
AGENDA TITLE: Adopt Resolution ratifying Memorandums of Understanding with the Lodi 

City Employees General Services and Maintenance and Operators Units 
(July 1, 2006 through June 30, 2008) 

  
MEETING DATE: April 4, 2007 
 
PREPARED BY: Deputy City Manager 
 
 
RECOMMENDED ACTION:   Adopt a Resolution ratifying the attached 

Memorandums of Understanding (MOU) with the 
Association of Lodi City Employees (ALCE) General 
Services and Maintenance and Operators Units for the 
period from July 1, 2006 through June 30, 2008. 

  
BACKGROUND INFORMATION:  There are 175 positions in the ALCE.  The current 

MOUs expired on June 30, 2006 and, following Council 
direction, management staff has  negotiated new MOUs 

to cover the period from July 1, 2006 through June 30, 2008.   The  provisions  of the new MOUs 
with ALCE are as follows: 
 

• No Cost of Living Adjustment for the period July 1, 2006 through June 30, 2007 
• Cost of Living increase of 3-5% for the period July 1, 2007 through June 30, 2008 
• Continuation of terms and provisions of current MOU 
• Agreement to meet and confer on benchmarks to be used for a salary survey to be 

conducted prior to July 1, 2008 
 
FISCAL IMPACT:    There is no impact for fiscal year 2006-2007 since both units are foregoing 
cost of living increases until fiscal year 2007-08.  The July 1, 2007 cost of living increase will 
range in total from $320,000 (3%) to $533,000 (5%) including salaries and benefits for both 
bargaining units and for all funds. 
 
     __________________________________ 
     Kirk Evans, Budget Manager 
 
     __________________________________ 
     James R. Krueger, Deputy City Manager 
 
Attachments:  Revised General Services MOU 
    Revised Maintenance and Operators MOU 
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RESOLUTION NO. 2007-____ 
 

A RESOLUTION OF THE LODI CITY COUNCIL 
RATIFYING MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING 
BETWEEN THE CITY OF LODI AND MAINTENANCE 
AND OPERATORS AND GENERAL SERVICES 
GROUPS 

=================================================================== 
 
 NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the Lodi City Council does hereby 
ratify the Memorandum of Understanding with the Lodi City Employees General Services 
and the Maintenance and Operators Units, as shown on Exhibit A and B attached 
hereto; and 
 
 BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that said Memorandum of Understanding shall be 
effective July 1, 2006 through June 30, 2008. 
 
Dated: April 4, 2007 
 
=================================================================== 
 
 I hereby certify that Resolution No. 2007-____ was passed and adopted by the 
City Council of the City of Lodi in a regular meeting held April 4, 2007, by the following 
vote: 
 
 AYES:  COUNCIL MEMBERS –  
 
 NOES:  COUNCIL MEMBERS –  
 
 ABSENT: COUNCIL MEMBERS –  
 
 ABSTAIN: COUNCIL MEMBERS –  
 
 
 
 
 
       RANDI JOHL 
       City Clerk 

 
 
 

2007-____ 
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  AGENDA ITEM E-10 
 

 

 
APPROVED: __________________________________ 

 Blair King, City Manager 
council/councom/ElectionInvoice.doc 

CITY OF LODI 
COUNCIL COMMUNICATION 
 

TM  

 
AGENDA TITLE: Receive Report Regarding Final Costs for the November 7, 2006, General 

Municipal Election 
 
MEETING DATE: April 4, 2007 
 
PREPARED BY: City Clerk 
 

 
RECOMMENDED ACTION: Receive report regarding final costs for the November 7, 2006, 

General Municipal Election. 
 
 
BACKGROUND INFORMATION: On May 17, 2006, the City Council approved entering into a contract 

with the County of San Joaquin for the County Registrar of Voters to 
provide certain services for the November 7, 2006, General 
Municipal Election. 

 
Preliminary estimates from the Registrar’s Office projected the election costs at $110,000.  The actual 
cost (for eight candidates, one write-in candidate, and three ballot measures) totaled $50,456.14, as 
detailed on the attached invoice marked Exhibit A.   
 
NOTE: The cost for candidates’ statements of qualifications in the amount of $2,729.52 was billed directly to the 
candidates. 
 
 
FISCAL IMPACT:  $110,000 was budgeted for the November 7, 2006, General Municipal 

Election, which resulted in a savings to the City of $59,543. 
 
 
FUNDING AVAILABLE: $50,456.14 – Election Account (100102 7323) 
 
 
  _____________________________ 
  Kirk Evans, Budget Manager 
 
 
 
     _______________________________ 
     Randi Johl 
     City Clerk 
RJ/jmp 
 
Attachment 

 

jperrin
AGENDA ITEM E-09

chulem
83



chulem
84



chulem
85



chulem
86



  AGENDA ITEM E-11 
 

 
 

APPROVED: __________________________________ 
 Blair King, City Manager 

CITY OF LODI 
 

COUNCIL COMMUNICATION 
 

TM 

 
 
AGENDA TITLE: Set a Public Hearing for April 18, 2007 in order to consider an appeal to the  
 Planning Commission’s approval of a Conditional Use Permit for Wine Country 
 Casino and Restaurant located at 1800 South Cherokee Lane. (Wine Country 
 Casino and Restaurant, applicant; Kenneth R. Owen, appellant)  
 
MEETING DATE: April 4, 2007 
 
PREPARED BY: Randy Hatch, Community Development Director 
 
 
RECOMMENDED ACTION: Set a Public Hearing for April 18, 2007 in order to consider an appeal to the 

Planning Commission’s approval of a Conditional Use Permit for Wine 
Country Casino and Restaurant located at 1800 South Cherokee Lane. 

 
 
BACKGROUND INFORMATION: At their February 14, 2007 meeting the Planning Commission  
   conducted a public hearing and conditionally approved the Use 
Permit request of Wine Country Casino and Restaurant for the proposed card room operation.  An appeal 
was filed on March 1, 2007 to the approval of the Conditional Use Permit from Kenneth R. Owen, a 
representative from Christian Community Concerns.  This appeal was timely filed and the City Council 
needs to conduct an appeal hearing. 
 
 
 
FISCAL IMPACT: N/A  
 
 
FUNDING: N/A 
 
 
 
 
 
    _______________________________ 
    Randy Hatch  
    Community Development Director  
Attachment: Appeal letter 
 
RH/kjc 
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Council Meeting of  
April 4, 2007 

 

 
Comments by the public on non-agenda items 
 
 
THE TIME ALLOWED PER NON-AGENDA ITEM FOR COMMENTS MADE BY THE PUBLIC IS LIMITED 
TO FIVE MINUTES. 
 
The City Council cannot deliberate or take any action on a non-agenda item unless there is factual evidence 
presented to the City Council indicating that the subject brought up by the public does fall into one of the 
exceptions under Government Code Section 54954.2 in that (a) there is an emergency situation, or (b) the 
need to take action on the item arose subsequent to the agenda’s being posted. 
 
Unless the City Council is presented with this factual evidence, the City Council will refer the matter for 
review and placement on a future City Council agenda. 
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Council Meeting of  
April 4, 2007 

 

 
Comments by the City Council Members on non-agenda items 
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  AGENDA ITEM I-01  
 

 
 

APPROVED: ___________________________ 
 Blair King, City Manager 
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CITY OF LODI 
 

COUNCIL COMMUNICATION 
 

TM 

 
 
AGENDA TITLE: Public Hearing to Receive Public Input and to Consider Adoption of 

Resolution to Act to Form the Community Facilities District No. 2007-1 
(Public Services) and Set an Election Date for April 11, 2007 

 
MEETING DATE: April 4, 2007 
 
PREPARED BY: Public Works Director 
 
 
RECOMMENDED ACTION: Conduct a public hearing to receive public input and to consider 

adoption of a resolution establishing the City of Lodi Community 
Facilities District No. 2007-1 (Public Services) (CFD) and setting 
and election date for April 11, 2007. 

 
BACKGROUND INFORMATION: At the February 21, 2007 Council meeting, action was taken to 

adopt Local Goals and Policies relating to CFD 2007-1 (Public 
Services) and to declare the City’s intention to establish a CFD to 
fund Public Services.  Since that time, property owners within the  

proposed CFD Boundary have signed and returned to the City Waiver and Consent forms, the purpose of 
which is to expedite the CFD formation process.  Two property owners did not return the Waiver and 
Consent form as provided and, therefore, an Amended CFD Boundary Map excluding these two 
properties is provided as Exhibit 1.  These properties will be required to annex to the CFD as a condition 
of future development.  The Community Facilities District Report is provided as Exhibit 2. 
 
The enclosed Resolution of Formation (Exhibit 3), if adopted by the City Council, will establish CFD 2007-1 
and the Amended Boundary and an election for April 11, 2007.  At the election, voters will be asked to vote 
on the levy of the special tax and the level of apportionment.  Parties eligible to vote in this election are 
those landowners who owned property within the Proposed CFD Boundary on or before the public hearing 
being held tonight. 
 
Exhibit A to the Resolution contains a description of the public services that would be financed by special 
taxes of the CFD if the tax measure is approved by the voters. 
 
Exhibit B to the Resolution is a special tax formula entitled “Rate, Method of Apportionment, and Manner 
of Collection of Special Tax.”  The special tax provides for an annual tax of $600 for single family units 
and $175 for multi-family units.  All special taxes are subject to an annual inflation adjustment.  Certain 
properties, such as governmental property and undeveloped property, are not subject to the special tax 
program.  The special taxes may not be prepaid.  The special tax shall be levied in perpetuity. 
 
Exhibit C to the Resolution is a form of the Official Ballot which, in anticipation of the April 11 election 
date, was previously mailed to eligible voters.  
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Public Hearing to Receive Public Input and to Consider a Resolution to Act to Form the Community 
Facilities District No. 2007-1 (Public Services) and Set an Election Date for April 11, 2007 
April 4, 2007 
Page 2 
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Exhibit D to the Resolution describes the property which is being removed from the boundaries of the 
CFD.  This property is being removed due to current landowners’ unwillingness to agree to the Waiver 
and Consent to expedite the formation process.  As mentioned, these properties will be annexed to the 
CFD at a later date. 
 
FISCAL IMPACT:  The public services and administration of the CFD shall be paid from the 

special taxes collected within the CFD.  The developer has agreed through 
the development agreement to reimburse the City for all costs incurred 
during formation of the CFD. 

 
FUNDING AVAILABLE: Not applicable. 
 
 
 
 
    _______________________________ 
    Richard C. Prima, Jr. 
    Public Works Director 
 
Prepared by F. Wally Sandelin, City Engineer/Deputy Public Works Director 
 
RCP/FWS/pmf 
 
Attachments 
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RESOLUTION NO. ___________ 
 

A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF LODI  
ESTABLISHING COMMUNITY FACILITIES DISTRICT NO. 2007-1 

(PUBLIC SERVICES), AND CALLING AN ELECTION  
FOR THE PURPOSE OF SUBMITTING THE LEVY OF THE SPECIAL TAX 

AND THE ESTABLISHMENT OF AN APPROPRIATIONS 
LIMIT TO THE QUALIFIED ELECTORS OF THE  

PROPOSED COMMUNITY FACILITIES DISTRICT 
 

WHEREAS, the City Council, on February 21, 2007, adopted its Resolution No. 2007-
33 (the “Resolution of Intention”) (i) declaring its intention to establish Community Facilities 
District No. 2007-1 (Public Services) (the “CFD”) pursuant to the Mello-Roos Community 
Facilities Act of 1982 (Chapter 2.5, Part 1, Division 2, Title 5 (commencing with Section 53311) 
of the California Government Code) (the “Act”), (ii) proposing to levy a special tax therein for 
the purpose of providing for the financing of certain services (the “Services”) described in 
Exhibit A hereto, and (iii) calling a public hearing on the establishment of the CFD; 

WHEREAS, before the time for the hearing, as directed in the Resolution of Intention, 
the City Engineer filed with the City Council the report required by California Government Code 
section 53321.5 (the “Community Facilities District Report”); 

WHEREAS, a notice of the hearing was duly published as required by the Act, as 
evidenced by the affidavit of publication on file with the City Clerk; 

WHEREAS, pursuant to the Act and the Resolution of Intention, a noticed public 
hearing was convened by the Council on April 4, 2007, not earlier than the hour of 7:00 p.m. at 
the City Hall, 305 W. Pine Street, Lodi, California, relative to the establishment of the CFD; 

WHEREAS, at the hearing, the testimony of all interested persons, including all 
taxpayers, property owners, and registered voters within the CFD, desiring to be heard on the 
establishment of the CFD, the extent thereof, the furnishing of specified types of services, the 
proposed special tax, the establishment of an appropriations limit for the CFD, or any other 
matters set forth in the Resolution of Intention was heard and a full and fair hearing was 
conducted thereon; 

WHEREAS, written protests against the establishment of the CFD, the furnishing of 
specified type or types of services in the CFD as listed in the Community Facilities District 
Report, or the levying of the special tax have not been filed by six registered voters residing 
within the territory proposed to be included in the CFD or by the owners of one-half or more of 
the area of land in the territory proposed to be included in the CFD and not exempt from this 
special tax; 

WHEREAS, on the basis of all of the foregoing, the City Council has determined at this 
time to establish the CFD and to submit to the qualified electors of the CFD the levy of the 
special tax therein (as such tax is more particularly described in Exhibit B hereto) and the 
establishment of an appropriations limit for the CFD; 

1 
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WHEREAS, the San Joaquin County Registrar of Voters has certified that fewer than 
twelve persons were registered to vote within the territory of the CFD as of February 14, 2007, 
which date is within the 90-day period preceding the close of the hearing; 

WHEREAS, the City Council has received a written instrument from each landowner in 
the CFD consenting to the shortening of election time requirements, waiving analysis and 
arguments, and waiving all notice requirements relating to the conduct of the election; 

WHEREAS, the City Clerk has concurred in the election date set forth herein; 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the City Council of the City of Lodi, 
that: 

1. Recitals.  The foregoing recitals are true and correct. 

2. Community Facilities District Report.  The City Council hereby makes the 
Community Facilities District Report a part of the record of the hearing.   

3. No Majority Protest.  The proposed special tax to be levied in the CFD has not 
been precluded by majority protest pursuant to Section 53324 of the Act. 

4. Establishment of CFD.  As proposed in the Resolution of Intention, a 
community facilities district is hereby established pursuant to the Act, designated “Community 
Facilities District No. 2007-1 (Public Services).”  

5. Finding of Procedural Regularity.  The City Council finds and determines that 
all prior proceedings had and taken by the City Council with respect to the formation of the CFD 
are valid and in conformity with requirements of the Act. 

6. Boundaries of CFD.  The boundaries of the CFD shall be as set forth in the map 
entitled Map of Proposed Boundaries, Community Facilities District No. 2007-1 (Public 
Services) that was filed with the San Joaquin County Recorder on March 2, 2007, in Book 5 of 
Assessment Maps, at Page 156 less the property described in Exhibit D attached hereto. The City 
Council hereby directs City staff to prepare and file an amended map of the boundaries of the 
CFD to reflect the exclusion of such property with the County Recorder. 

7. Description of Services.  The Services  to be financed by the CFD are set forth in 
Exhibit A hereto.  The Services authorized to be financed by the CFD are in addition to those 
provided in the territory of the CFD and do not supplant Services already available within that 
territory. 

8. Special Tax.  As stated in the Resolution of Intention, except where funds are 
otherwise available, subject to the approval of the qualified electors of the CFD, a special tax 
sufficient to pay the costs of the Services (including incidental expenses as described in the 
Resolution of Intention), secured by recordation of a continuing lien against all nonexempt real 
property in the CFD, will be levied annually in the CFD.  The rate, method of apportionment, 
and manner of collection of the special tax are specified in Exhibit B hereto. 
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9. Apportionment of Tax.  The special tax as apportioned to each parcel is based 
on the cost of making the Services available to each parcel, or other reasonable basis, and is not 
based on or upon the ownership of real property. 

10. Tax Roll Preparation.  The office of the Finance Manager/Assistant City 
Treasurer, 300 W. Pine Street, Lodi, California 95240, telephone (209) 333-6700, is hereby 
designated as the office that will be responsible for annually preparing a current roll of special 
tax levy obligations by assessor’s parcel number and that will be responsible for estimating 
future special tax levies pursuant to Government Code section 53340.2.  The Finance 
Manager/Assistant City Treasurer may cause these functions to be performed by his or her 
deputies, assistants, or other designated agents. 

11. Appropriations Limit.  The City Council proposes that the appropriations limit, 
as defined by Article XIII B, Section 8(h), of the Constitution of the State of California, for the 
CFD be established in the amount of special taxes collected. 

12. Accountability Measures.  Pursuant to Section 50075.1 of the California 
Government Code, the City shall create a separate account into which tax proceeds will be 
deposited; and the Finance Manager/Assistant City Treasurer annually shall file a report with the 
City Council that will state (a) the amount of funds collected and expended and (b) the status of 
the Services financed in the CFD. 

13. Special Election; Voting Procedures.  The City Council hereby submits the 
questions of levying the special tax and the establishment of the annual appropriations limit for 
the CFD to the qualified electors within the CFD, in accordance with and subject to the Act.  The 
special election shall be held on April 11, 2007, and shall be conducted as follows: 

(a) Qualified Electors.  The City Council hereby determines that the Services 
are necessary to meet increased demands placed upon the City as a result of development 
occurring within the boundaries of the CFD.  Because fewer than twelve registered voters 
resided within the CFD on February 14, 2007 (a date within the 90 days preceding the close of 
the public hearing on the establishment of the CFD), the qualified electors shall be the 
landowners within the CFD, and each landowner who was the owner of record at the close of the 
hearing shall have one vote for each acre or portion of an acre of land that such landowner owns 
within the CFD. 

(b) Consolidation of Elections; Combination of Propositions on Ballot.  The 
elections on the questions of levying the special tax and establishing an appropriations limit for 
the CFD shall be consolidated, and the two propositions shall be combined into a single ballot 
proposition for submission to the voters, as authorized by Government Code Section 53353.5.  

(c) Mail Ballot Election.  Pursuant to Government Code section 53327.5, the 
election shall be conducted as a mail ballot election.  The City Council hereby ratifies the City 
Clerk’s delivery of a ballot to each landowner in the CFD.  The City Council hereby ratifies the 
form of the ballot, which is attached hereto as Exhibit C. 
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(d) Return of Ballots.  The City Clerk shall accept the ballots of the 
landowners up to 4:00 p.m. on April 11, 2007.  The City Clerk shall have available ballots that 
may be marked at the City Clerk’s office on the election day by voters.  Once all qualified 
electors have voted, the City Clerk may close the election. 

(e) Canvass of Election.  The City Clerk shall commence the canvass of the 
returns of the special election as soon as the election is closed (i.e., 4:00 p.m. on April 11, 2007, 
or when all qualified electors have voted) at the City Clerk’s office.  At the conclusion of the 
canvass, the City Clerk shall declare the results of the election. 

(f) Declaration of Results.  The City Council shall declare the results of the 
special election following the completion of the canvass of the returns and shall cause to be 
inserted into its minutes a statement of the results of the special election as ascertained by the 
canvass of the returns. 

14. Filing of Resolution and Map with City Clerk.  The City Council hereby directs 
the City Clerk to file a copy of this resolution and the amended map of the boundaries of the 
CFD in her office. 

15. Lien to Secure Special Tax.  Upon a determination by the City Council that two-
thirds of the votes cast upon the question of levying the special tax were in favor thereof, the 
City Clerk shall record the notice of special tax lien provided for in Section 3114.5 of the 
California Streets and Highways Code.  Upon recordation of the notice of special tax lien, a 
continuing lien to secure each levy of the special tax shall attach to all nonexempt real property 
in the CFD, and this lien shall continue in force and effect until collection of the tax by the City 
Council ceases. 

16. CEQA Exemption.  The Council hereby determines that the formation of the 
proposed CFD is not a project pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Guidelines 
section 15378(b)(4), and authorizes the City Clerk to file a notice of exemption with the County 
Clerk to that effect.  

PASSED AND ADOPTED by the City Council of the City of Lodi this 4th day of April, 
2007. 

              
       BOB JOHNSON, MAYOR of the  

CITY OF LODI  
 
 
ATTEST:      APPROVED AS TO FORM: 
 
 
              
RANDI JOHL, CITY CLERK D. STEPHEN SCHWABAUER,  

CITY ATTORNEY 
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EXHIBIT A 

CITY OF LODI 
COMMUNITY FACILITIES DISTRICT NO. 2007-1 

(PUBLIC SERVICES) 

List of Authorized Services 
 
 
 

(a) Police protection services, including, but not limited to, criminal justice services.  
However, criminal justice services shall be limited to providing services for jails, detention 
facilities, and juvenile halls. 

(b) Fire protection and suppression services, and ambulance and paramedic services. 

(c) Maintenance of parks, parkways, and open space. 

(d) Flood and storm protection services, including, but not limited to, the operation 
and maintenance of storm drainage systems, and sandstorm protection systems. 

(e) Services with respect to removal or remedial action for the cleanup of any 
hazardous substance released or threatened to be released into the environment.   
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EXHIBIT B 

 
CITY OF LODI  

COMMUNITY FACILITIES DISTRICT NO. 2007-1 (Public Services) 
RATE AND METHOD OF APPORTIONMENT 

AND MANNER OF COLLECTION OF SPECIAL TAX 
 
 
A Special Tax applicable to each Assessor’s Parcel in Community Facilities District No. 2007-1 
(Public Services) shall be levied and collected according to the tax liability determined by the 
City Council acting in its capacity as the legislative body of CFD No. 2007-1, through the 
application of the appropriate Special Tax rate, as described below. All of the property in the 
CFD, unless exempted by law or by the provisions of Section E below, shall be taxed for the 
purposes, to the extent, and in the manner herein provided, including property subsequently 
annexed to the CFD unless a separate RMA is adopted for the annexation area. 

A. DEFINITIONS 

The terms hereinafter set forth have the following meanings: 

“Accessory Dwelling Unit” means a second residential unit of limited size (i.e., granny cottage, 
second unit) that shares a Parcel with a Single Family Unit. 

“Administrative Expenses” means any or all of the following: the expenses of the City in 
carrying out its duties for the CFD, including, but not limited to, the levy and collection of the 
Special Tax, the fees and expenses of its counsel, charges levied by the County, and all other 
costs and expenses of the City in any way related to the establishment or administration of the 
CFD. 

“Administrator” means the person(s) or firm designated by the City to administer the Special 
Taxes according to this RMA. 

“Assessor’s Parcel” or “Parcel” means a lot or parcel shown in an Assessor’s Parcel Map with 
an assigned Assessor’s Parcel number. 

“Assessor’s Parcel Map” means an official map of the County Assessor designating parcels by 
Assessor’s Parcel number. 

“Authorized Services” means the public services authorized to be funded by the CFD as set 
forth in the documents adopted by the City Council when the CFD was formed. 

“CFD No. 2007-1” or “CFD” means the City of Lodi Community Facilities District No. 2007-1 
(Public Services). 

“City” means the City of Lodi. 

“City Council” means the City Council of the City of Lodi. 

B-1 
K:\WP\DEV_SERV\Community Facilities District 2007-1\CPublicHearing_Resolution.doc 

chulem
110



“County” means the County of San Joaquin. 

“Fiscal Year” means the period starting on July 1 and ending on the following June 30. 

“Maximum Special Tax” means the maximum Special Taxes determined in accordance with 
Section C below that can be levied on Single Family Property and Multi-Family Property in any 
Fiscal Year. 

“Multi-Family Property” means, in any Fiscal Year, all Parcels in the CFD for which final 
building permit inspections were conducted prior to January 1 of the preceding Fiscal Year, but 
not prior to January 1, 2007, for construction of Multi-Family Units. 

“Multi-Family Unit” means an individual residential unit within a structure with three or more 
residential units that share a single Assessor’s Parcel number, all of which are offered for rent to 
the general public and cannot be purchased by individual homebuyers. Residential units located 
above commercial establishments that are available exclusively for rent and cannot be purchased 
by individual owners shall also be characterized as Multi-Family Units for purposes of this 
RMA. 

“RMA” means this Rate and Method of Apportionment. 

“Single Family Property” means, in any Fiscal Year, all Parcels in the CFD for which final 
building permit inspections were conducted prior to January 1 of the preceding Fiscal Year, but 
not prior to January 1, 2007, for construction of Single Family Units. 

“Single Family Unit” means an individual single family detached residential unit or an 
individual residential unit within a half-plex, duplex, triplex, fourplex, townhome, condominium, 
or other structure with attached residential units that are available for sale to individual buyers, 
whether or not such a unit is ultimately offered for rent by an individual buyer. For-sale 
residential units located above commercial establishments shall also be categorized as Single 
Family Units for purposes of this RMA. 

“Special Tax” means any tax levied within the CFD to pay the Special Tax Requirement. 

“Special Tax Requirement” means the amount of revenue needed in any Fiscal Year to pay for 
the following: (i) Authorized Services, (ii) Administrative Expenses, and (iii) amounts needed to 
cure any delinquencies in the payment of Special Taxes which have occurred or, based on 
delinquency rates in prior years, may be expected to occur in the Fiscal Year in which the tax 
will be collected. 

“Taxable Property” means both Single Family Property and Multi-Family Property. 

B. DATA FOR ANNUAL TAX LEVY 

Each Fiscal Year, the Administrator shall identify the current Assessor’s Parcel number for all 
Parcels of Taxable Property within the CFD. The Administrator shall also determine the number 
of Single Family and Multi-Family Units built or to be built on each Parcel of Taxable Property 
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by referencing the building permit, condominium plan, apartment plan, site plan, or other 
development plan for the property. 

In any Fiscal Year, if it is determined that (i) a parcel map for a portion of property in the CFD 
was recorded after January 1 of the preceding Fiscal Year (or any other date after which the 
Assessor will not incorporate the newly-created Parcels into the then current tax roll), (ii) 
because of the date the parcel map was recorded, the Assessor does not yet recognize the new 
Parcels created by the parcel map, and (iii) one or more of the newly-created Parcels meets the 
definition of Taxable Property, the Administrator shall calculate the Special Tax for the property 
affected by recordation of the parcel map by determining the Special Tax that applies separately 
to each Parcel of Taxable Property, then applying the sum of the individual Special Taxes to the 
original Parcel that was subdivided by recordation of the parcel map. 

C. MAXIMUM SPECIAL TAX 

The Maximum Special Tax for all Parcels of Taxable Property within the CFD shall be $600 per 
Single Family Unit and $175 per Multi Family Unit for Fiscal Year 2007-08. Beginning July 1, 
2008 and each July 1 thereafter, the Maximum Special Tax in effect in the prior Fiscal Year shall 
be increased by the greater of (i) the increase, if any, in the Local Consumer Price Index for the 
San Francisco-Oakland-San Jose Area for All Urban Consumers, or (ii) five percent (5%). 

D. METHOD OF LEVY AND COLLECTION OF SPECIAL TAX 

Each Fiscal Year, the Special Tax shall be levied proportionately on each Parcel of Taxable 
Property in the CFD up to 100% of the Maximum Special Tax determined pursuant to Section C 
above until the total amount levied is equal to the Special Tax Requirement for the Fiscal Year.  

The Special Tax for the CFD shall be collected at the same time and in the same manner as 
ordinary ad valorem property taxes provided, however, that the City may (under the authority of 
Government Code Section 53340) collect Special Taxes at a different time or in a different 
manner if necessary to meet CFD No. 2007-1 financial obligations, and the Special Tax shall be 
equally subject to foreclosure if delinquent. 

E. LIMITATIONS 

Notwithstanding any other provision of this RMA, no Special Tax shall be levied on Parcels 
within the CFD that are not Single Family Property or Multi-Family Property. Furthermore, 
Accessory Dwelling Units shall not be counted in determining the Special Tax to be levied on 
the Parcels on which such units are located. 

F. INTERPRETATION OF SPECIAL TAX FORMULA 

The City reserves the right to make minor administrative and technical changes to this document 
that do not materially affect the rate and method of apportioning Special Taxes. In addition, the 
interpretation and application of any section of this document shall be left to the City’s 
discretion. Interpretations may be made by the City by ordinance or resolution for purposes of 
clarifying any vagueness or ambiguity in this RMA. 
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EXHIBIT C 
OFFICIAL BALLOT 

SPECIAL TAX ELECTION 
CITY OF LODI  

INCLUSION OF TERRITORY IN  
COMMUNITY FACILITIES DISTRICT 

NO. 2007-1 (PUBLIC SERVICES) 
(April 11, 2007) 

Number of votes entitled to cast: ____ 

INSTRUCTIONS TO VOTERS:  To vote on the measure, mark an (X) in the voting square 
after the word “YES” or after the word “NO.”  All marks otherwise made are forbidden.  All 
distinguishing marks are forbidden and make the ballot void. 

If you wrongly mark, tear or deface this ballot, return it to the City Clerk, City of Lodi, 221 W. 
Pine Street, 2nd Floor, Lodi, California 95240, to obtain another. 
              

MEASURE SUBMITTED TO QUALIFIED ELECTORS 
 

Ballot Measure:  Shall the City of Lodi be authorized to 
levy a special tax at the rates and apportioned as described in 
Exhibit C to the Resolution Declaring its Intention to 
Establish Community Facilities District No. 2007-1 (Public 
Services) adopted by the City Council on February 21, 2007 
(the “Resolution”), which is incorporated herein by this 
reference, within the territory identified on the map entitled 
“Amended Map of Community Facilities District No. 2007-1 
(Public Services), City of Lodi, County of San Joaquin,” to 
finance certain services as set forth in Section 5 to the 
Resolution (including incidental expenses), and shall an 
appropriation limit be established for the CFD in the amount 
of special taxes collected? 

 
 

YES � 
 
 
 
 

NO � 

 
NOTE:  This is a special landowner election.  You must return this ballot to the City Clerk, 
City of Lodi, to her office at City Hall, 221 W. Pine Street, Lodi, California 95240, by 4:00 
p.m. on April 11, 2007. 
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EXHIBIT D 

EXCLUDED PROPERTY 
 

 
 

APN 
 

LANDOWNER 
 

ACRES 
TOTAL FOR 

LANDOWNER 

058-130-17 BRIJ DEV SINGH BISLA AND 
SURRINDER KAUR BISLA 

5.53 5.53 

058-130-24 DIANE Y. TSUTSUMI, AN 
UNMARRIED WOMAN, AS TO 
UNDIVIDED 40% INTEREST; GARY 
T. TSUTSUMI, A MARRIED MAN 
AS HIS SOLE AND SEPARATE 
PROPERTY, AS TO AN UNDIVIDED 
40% INTEREST; AND AGNES M. 
TSUTSUMI, TRUSTEE OF THE 
SURVIVOR’S TRUST (TRUST A) 
CREATED UNDER THE TSUTSUMI 
FAMILY 1990 TRUST AS TO AN 
UNDIVIDED 20% INTEREST; ALL 
TOGETHER AS TENANTS IN 
COMMON. 
 

12.56 12.56 

 Total 18.09 18.09 
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RESOLUTION NO. ___________ 
 

A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF LODI 
ESTABLISHING COMMUNITY FACILITIES DISTRICT NO. 2007-1(PUBLIC 
SERVICES), AND CALLING AN ELECTION FOR THE PURPOSE OF 
SUBMITTING THE LEVY OF THE SPECIAL TAX AND THE ESTABLISHMENT 
OF AN APPROPRIATIONS LIMIT TO THE QUALIFIED ELECTORS  OF THE  
PROPOSED COMMUNITY FACILITIES DISTRICT 

======================================================================== 
 

WHEREAS, the City Council, on February 21, 2007, adopted its Resolution No. 2007-33 
(the “Resolution of Intention”) (i) declaring its intention to establish Community Facilities District 
No. 2007-1 (Public Services) (the “CFD”) pursuant to the Mello-Roos Community Facilities Act 
of 1982 (Chapter 2.5, Part 1, Division 2, Title 5 (commencing with Section 53311) of the 
California Government Code) (the “Act”), (ii) proposing to levy a special tax therein for the 
purpose of providing for the financing of certain services (the “Services”) described in Exhibit A 
hereto, and (iii) calling a public hearing on the establishment of the CFD; and 

 
WHEREAS, before the time for the hearing, as directed in the Resolution of Intention, 

the City Engineer filed with the City Council the report required by California Government Code 
section 53321.5 (the “Community Facilities District Report”); and 

 
WHEREAS, a notice of the hearing was duly published as required by the Act, as 

evidenced by the affidavit of publication on file with the City Clerk; and 
 
WHEREAS, pursuant to the Act and the Resolution of Intention, a noticed public hearing 

was convened by the Council on April 4, 2007, not earlier than the hour of 7:00 p.m. at the City 
Hall, 305 W. Pine Street, Lodi, California, relative to the establishment of the CFD; and 

 
WHEREAS, at the hearing, the testimony of all interested persons, including all 

taxpayers, property owners, and registered voters within the CFD, desiring to be heard on the 
establishment of the CFD, the extent thereof, the furnishing of specified types of services, the 
proposed special tax, the establishment of an appropriations limit for the CFD, or any other 
matters set forth in the Resolution of Intention was heard and a full and fair hearing was 
conducted thereon; and 

 
WHEREAS, written protests against the establishment of the CFD, the furnishing of 

specified type or types of services in the CFD as listed in the Community Facilities District 
Report, or the levying of the special tax have not been filed by six registered voters residing 
within the territory proposed to be included in the CFD or by the owners of one-half or more of 
the area of land in the territory proposed to be included in the CFD and not exempt from this 
special tax; and 

 
WHEREAS, on the basis of all of the foregoing, the City Council has determined at this 

time to establish the CFD and to submit to the qualified electors of the CFD the levy of the 
special tax therein (as such tax is more particularly described in Exhibit B hereto) and the 
establishment of an appropriations limit for the CFD; and 
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WHEREAS, the San Joaquin County Registrar of Voters has certified that fewer than 
twelve persons were registered to vote within the territory of the CFD as of February 14, 2007, 
which date is within the 90-day period preceding the close of the hearing; and 

 
WHEREAS, the City Council has received a written instrument from each landowner in 

the CFD consenting to the shortening of election time requirements, waiving analysis and 
arguments, and waiving all notice requirements relating to the conduct of the election; and 

 
WHEREAS, the City Clerk has concurred in the election date set forth herein. 
 
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the City Council of the City of Lodi, that: 
 
1. Recitals.  The foregoing recitals are true and correct. 

 
2. Community Facilities District Report.  The City Council hereby makes the 

Community Facilities District Report a part of the record of the hearing.   
 

3. No Majority Protest.  The proposed special tax to be levied in the CFD has not 
been precluded by majority protest pursuant to Section 53324 of the Act. 
 

4. Establishment of CFD.  As proposed in the Resolution of Intention, a community 
facilities district is hereby established pursuant to the Act, designated “Community Facilities 
District No. 2007-1 (Public Services).”  
 

5. Finding of Procedural Regularity.  The City Council finds and determines that all 
prior proceedings had and taken by the City Council with respect to the formation of the CFD 
are valid and in conformity with requirements of the Act. 
 

6. Boundaries of CFD.  The boundaries of the CFD shall be as set forth in the map 
entitled Map of Proposed Boundaries, Community Facilities District No. 2007-1 (Public 
Services) that was filed with the San Joaquin County Recorder on March 2, 2007, in Book 5 of 
Assessment Maps, at Page 156 less the property described in Exhibit D attached hereto. The 
City Council hereby directs City staff to prepare and file an amended map of the boundaries of 
the CFD to reflect the exclusion of such property with the County Recorder. 
 

7. Description of Services.  The Services  to be financed by the CFD are set forth in 
Exhibit A hereto.  The Services authorized to be financed by the CFD are in addition to those 
provided in the territory of the CFD and do not supplant Services already available within that 
territory. 
 

8. Special Tax.  As stated in the Resolution of Intention, except where funds are 
otherwise available, subject to the approval of the qualified electors of the CFD, a special tax 
sufficient to pay the costs of the Services (including incidental expenses as described in the 
Resolution of Intention), secured by recordation of a continuing lien against all nonexempt real 
property in the CFD, will be levied annually in the CFD.  The rate, method of apportionment, and 
manner of collection of the special tax are specified in Exhibit B hereto. 
 

9. Apportionment of Tax.  The special tax as apportioned to each parcel is based on 
the cost of making the Services available to each parcel, or other reasonable basis, and is not 
based on or upon the ownership of real property. 
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10. Tax Roll Preparation.  The office of the Finance Manager/Assistant City 
Treasurer, 300 W. Pine Street, Lodi, California 95240, telephone (209) 333-6700, is hereby 
designated as the office that will be responsible for annually preparing a current roll of special 
tax levy obligations by assessor’s parcel number and that will be responsible for estimating 
future special tax levies pursuant to Government Code section 53340.2.  The Finance 
Manager/Assistant City Treasurer may cause these functions to be performed by his or her 
deputies, assistants, or other designated agents. 
 

11. Appropriations Limit.  The City Council proposes that the appropriations limit, as 
defined by Article XIII B, Section 8(h), of the Constitution of the State of California, for the CFD 
be established in the amount of special taxes collected. 
 

12. Accountability Measures.  Pursuant to Section 50075.1 of the California 
Government Code, the City shall create a separate account into which tax proceeds will be 
deposited; and the Finance Manager/Assistant City Treasurer annually shall file a report with 
the City Council that will state (a) the amount of funds collected and expended and (b) the 
status of the Services financed in the CFD. 
 

13. Special Election; Voting Procedures.  The City Council hereby submits the 
questions of levying the special tax and the establishment of the annual appropriations limit for 
the CFD to the qualified electors within the CFD, in accordance with and subject to the Act.  The 
special election shall be held on April 11, 2007, and shall be conducted as follows: 
 

(a) Qualified Electors.  The City Council hereby determines that the Services 
are necessary to meet increased demands placed upon the City as a result of development 
occurring within the boundaries of the CFD.  Because fewer than twelve registered voters 
resided within the CFD on February 14, 2007 (a date within the 90 days preceding the close of 
the public hearing on the establishment of the CFD), the qualified electors shall be the 
landowners within the CFD, and each landowner who was the owner of record at the close of 
the hearing shall have one vote for each acre or portion of an acre of land that such landowner 
owns within the CFD. 

 
(b) Consolidation of Elections; Combination of Propositions on Ballot.  The 

elections on the questions of levying the special tax and establishing an appropriations limit for 
the CFD shall be consolidated, and the two propositions shall be combined into a single ballot 
proposition for submission to the voters, as authorized by Government Code Section 53353.5.  

 
(c) Mail Ballot Election.  Pursuant to Government Code section 53327.5, the 

election shall be conducted as a mail ballot election.  The City Council hereby ratifies the City 
Clerk’s delivery of a ballot to each landowner in the CFD.  The City Council hereby ratifies the 
form of the ballot, which is attached hereto as Exhibit C. 

 
(d) Return of Ballots.  The City Clerk shall accept the ballots of the 

landowners up to 4:00 p.m. on April 11, 2007.  The City Clerk shall have available ballots that 
may be marked at the City Clerk’s office on the election day by voters.  Once all qualified 
electors have voted, the City Clerk may close the election. 

 
(e) Canvass of Election.  The City Clerk shall commence the canvass of the 

returns of the special election as soon as the election is closed (i.e., 4:00 p.m. on April 11, 2007, 
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or when all qualified electors have voted) at the City Clerk’s office.  At the conclusion of the 
canvass, the City Clerk shall declare the results of the election. 

 
(f) Declaration of Results.  The City Council shall declare the results of the 

special election following the completion of the canvass of the returns and shall cause to be 
inserted into its minutes a statement of the results of the special election as ascertained by the 
canvass of the returns. 

 
14. Filing of Resolution and Map with City Clerk.  The City Council hereby directs the 

City Clerk to file a copy of this resolution and the amended map of the boundaries of the CFD in 
her office. 
 

15. Lien to Secure Special Tax.  Upon a determination by the City Council that two-
thirds of the votes cast upon the question of levying the special tax were in favor thereof, the 
City Clerk shall record the notice of special tax lien provided for in Section 3114.5 of the 
California Streets and Highways Code.  Upon recordation of the notice of special tax lien, a 
continuing lien to secure each levy of the special tax shall attach to all nonexempt real property 
in the CFD, and this lien shall continue in force and effect until collection of the tax by the City 
Council ceases. 
 

16. CEQA Exemption.  The Council hereby determines that the formation of the 
proposed CFD is not a project pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Guidelines 
section 15378(b)(4), and authorizes the City Clerk to file a notice of exemption with the County 
Clerk to that effect.  
 
Dated:  April 4, 2007 
================================================================== 
 
 I hereby certify that Resolution No. 2007-____ was passed and adopted by the City 
Council of the City of Lodi at a regular meeting held on April 4, 2007, by the following vote: 
 
 AYES: COUNCIL MEMBERS –  
 
 NOES: COUNCIL MEMBERS –  
 
 ABSENT: COUNCIL MEMBERS –  
 
 ABSTAIN: COUNCIL MEMBERS –  
 
 
 
 
  RANDI JOHL 
  City Clerk 
 
 
 

2007-____ 
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EXHIBIT A 
CITY OF LODI 

COMMUNITY FACILITIES DISTRICT NO. 2007-1 
(PUBLIC SERVICES) 

List of Authorized Services 
 

 
 

(a) Police protection services, including, but not limited to, criminal justice services.  
However, criminal justice services shall be limited to providing services for jails, detention 
facilities, and juvenile halls. 

 
(b) Fire protection and suppression services, and ambulance and paramedic 

services. 
 
(c) Maintenance of parks, parkways, and open space. 
 
(d) Flood and storm protection services, including, but not limited to, the operation 

and maintenance of storm drainage systems, and sandstorm protection systems. 
 
(e) Services with respect to removal or remedial action for the cleanup of any 

hazardous substance released or threatened to be released into the environment.   
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EXHIBIT B 

 
CITY OF LODI 

COMMUNITY FACILITIES DISTRICT NO. 2007-1 (Public Services) 
RATE AND METHOD OF APPORTIONMENT 

AND MANNER OF COLLECTION OF SPECIAL TAX 
 
 
A Special Tax applicable to each Assessor’s Parcel in Community Facilities District No. 2007-1 
(Public Services) shall be levied and collected according to the tax liability determined by the 
City Council acting in its capacity as the legislative body of CFD No. 2007-1, through the 
application of the appropriate Special Tax rate, as described below. All of the property in the 
CFD, unless exempted by law or by the provisions of Section E below, shall be taxed for the 
purposes, to the extent, and in the manner herein provided, including property subsequently 
annexed to the CFD unless a separate RMA is adopted for the annexation area. 
 
A. DEFINITIONS 
 
The terms hereinafter set forth have the following meanings: 
 
“Accessory Dwelling Unit” means a second residential unit of limited size (i.e., granny 
cottage, second unit) that shares a Parcel with a Single Family Unit. 
 
“Administrative Expenses”  means any or all of the following: the expenses of the City in 
carrying out its duties for the CFD, including, but not limited to, the levy and collection of the 
Special Tax, the fees and expenses of its counsel, charges levied by the County, and all other 
costs and expenses of the City in any way related to the establishment or administration of the 
CFD. 
 
“Administrator” means the person(s) or firm designated by the City to administer the Special 
Taxes according to this RMA. 
 
“Assessor’s Parcel” or “Parcel” means a lot or parcel shown in an Assessor’s Parcel Map 
with an assigned Assessor’s Parcel number. 
 
“Assessor’s Parcel Map” means an official map of the County Assessor designating parcels 
by Assessor’s Parcel number. 
 
“Authorized Services” means the public services authorized to be funded by the CFD as set 
forth in the documents adopted by the City Council when the CFD was formed. 
 
“CFD No. 2007-1” or “CFD” means the City of Lodi Community Facilities District No. 2007-1 
(Public Services). 
 
“City”  means the City of Lodi. 
 
“City Council” means the City Council of the City of Lodi. 
 
“County”  means the County of San Joaquin. 
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“Fiscal Year” means the period starting on July 1 and ending on the following June 30. 
“Maximum Special Tax”  means the maximum Special Taxes determined in accordance with 
Section C below that can be levied on Single Family Property and Multi-Family Property in any 
Fiscal Year. 
 
“Multi-Family Property”  means, in any Fiscal Year, all Parcels in the CFD for which final 
building permit inspections were conducted prior to January 1 of the preceding Fiscal Year, but 
not prior to January 1, 2007, for construction of Multi-Family Units. 
 
“Multi-Family Unit” means an individual residential unit within a structure with three or more 
residential units that share a single Assessor’s Parcel number, all of which are offered for rent to 
the general public and cannot be purchased by individual homebuyers. Residential units located 
above commercial establishments that are available exclusively for rent and cannot be 
purchased by individual owners shall also be characterized as Multi-Family Units for purposes 
of this RMA. 
 
“RMA”  means this Rate and Method of Apportionment. 
 
“Single Family Property”  means, in any Fiscal Year, all Parcels in the CFD for which final 
building permit inspections were conducted prior to January 1 of the preceding Fiscal Year, but 
not prior to January 1, 2007, for construction of Single Family Units. 
 
“Single Family Unit” means an individual single family detached residential unit or an 
individual residential unit within a half-plex, duplex, triplex, fourplex, townhome, condominium, 
or other structure with attached residential units that are available for sale to individual buyers, 
whether or not such a unit is ultimately offered for rent by an individual buyer. For-sale 
residential units located above commercial establishments shall also be categorized as Single 
Family Units for purposes of this RMA. 
 
“Special Tax”  means any tax levied within the CFD to pay the Special Tax Requirement. 
 
“Special Tax Requirement” means the amount of revenue needed in any Fiscal Year to pay 
for the following: (i) Authorized Services, (ii) Administrative Expenses, and (iii) amounts needed 
to cure any delinquencies in the payment of Special Taxes which have occurred or, based on 
delinquency rates in prior years, may be expected to occur in the Fiscal Year in which the tax 
will be collected. 
 
“Taxable Property”  means both Single Family Property and Multi-Family Property. 
 
B. DATA FOR ANNUAL TAX LEVY 
 
Each Fiscal Year, the Administrator shall identify the current Assessor’s Parcel number for all 
Parcels of Taxable Property within the CFD. The Administrator shall also determine the number 
of Single Family and Multi-Family Units built or to be built on each Parcel of Taxable Property by 
referencing the building permit, condominium plan, apartment plan, site plan, or other 
development plan for the property. 
 
In any Fiscal Year, if it is determined that (i) a parcel map for a portion of property in the CFD 
was recorded after January 1 of the preceding Fiscal Year (or any other date after which the 
Assessor will not incorporate the newly-created Parcels into the then current tax roll), (ii) 
because of the date the parcel map was recorded, the Assessor does not yet recognize the new 
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Parcels created by the parcel map, and (iii) one or more of the newly-created Parcels meets the 
definition of Taxable Property, the Administrator shall calculate the Special Tax for the property 
affected by recordation of the parcel map by determining the Special Tax that applies separately 
to each Parcel of Taxable Property, then applying the sum of the individual Special Taxes to the 
original Parcel that was subdivided by recordation of the parcel map. 
 
C. MAXIMUM SPECIAL TAX 
 
The Maximum Special Tax for all Parcels of Taxable Property within the CFD shall be $600 per 
Single Family Unit and $175 per Multi Family Unit for Fiscal Year 2007-08. Beginning July 1, 
2008 and each July 1 thereafter, the Maximum Special Tax in effect in the prior Fiscal Year shall 
be increased by the greater of (i) the increase, if any, in the Local Consumer Price Index for the 
San Francisco-Oakland-San Jose Area for All Urban Consumers, or (ii) five percent (5%). 
 
D. METHOD OF LEVY AND COLLECTION OF SPECIAL TAX 
 
Each Fiscal Year, the Special Tax shall be levied proportionately on each Parcel of Taxable 
Property in the CFD up to 100% of the Maximum Special Tax determined pursuant to Section C 
above until the total amount levied is equal to the Special Tax Requirement for the Fiscal Year.  
The Special Tax for the CFD shall be collected at the same time and in the same manner as 
ordinary ad valorem property taxes provided, however, that the City may (under the authority of 
Government Code Section 53340) collect Special Taxes at a different time or in a different 
manner if necessary to meet CFD No. 2007-1 financial obligations, and the Special Tax shall be 
equally subject to foreclosure if delinquent. 
 
E. LIMITATIONS 
 
Notwithstanding any other provision of this RMA, no Special Tax shall be levied on Parcels 
within the CFD that are not Single Family Property or Multi-Family Property. Furthermore, 
Accessory Dwelling Units shall not be counted in determining the Special Tax to be levied on 
the Parcels on which such units are located. 
 
F. INTERPRETATION OF SPECIAL TAX FORMULA 
 
The City reserves the right to make minor administrative and technical changes to this 
document that do not materially affect the rate and method of apportioning Special Taxes. In 
addition, the interpretation and application of any section of this document shall be left to the 
City’s discretion. Interpretations may be made by the City by ordinance or resolution for 
purposes of clarifying any vagueness or ambiguity in this RMA. 
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EXHIBIT C 
OFFICIAL BALLOT 

SPECIAL TAX ELECTION 
CITY OF LODI 

INCLUSION OF TERRITORY IN 
COMMUNITY FACILITIES DISTRICT 

NO. 2007-1 (PUBLIC SERVICES) 
(April 11, 2007) 

 
Number of votes entitled to cast: ____ 

 
INSTRUCTIONS TO VOTERS:  To vote on the measure, mark an (X) in the voting square after 
the word “YES” or after the word “NO.”  All marks otherwise made are forbidden.  All 
distinguishing marks are forbidden and make the ballot void. 
 
If you wrongly mark, tear or deface this ballot, return it to the City Clerk, City of Lodi, 221 W. 
Pine Street, 2nd Floor, Lodi, California 95240, to obtain another. 
              

 
MEASURE SUBMITTED TO QUALIFIED ELECTORS 

 
Ballot Measure:  Shall the City of Lodi be authorized to levy 
a special tax at the rates and apportioned as described in 
Exhibit C to the Resolution Declaring its Intention to 
Establish Community Facilities District No. 2007-1 (Public 
Services) adopted by the City Council on February 21, 2007 
(the “Resolution”), which is incorporated herein by this 
reference, within the territory identified on the map entitled 
“Amended Map of Community Facilities District No. 2007-1 
(Public Services), City of Lodi, County of San Joaquin,” to 
finance certain services as set forth in Section 5 to the 
Resolution (including incidental expenses), and shall an 
appropriation limit be established for the CFD in the amount 
of special taxes collected? 

 
 
YES ?  
 
 
 
 
NO ?  

 
NOTE:  This is a special landowner election.  You must return this ballot to the City Clerk, 
City of Lodi, to her office at City Hall, 221 W. Pine Street, Lodi, California 95240, by 4:00 
p.m. on April 11, 2007. 
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EXHIBIT D 

EXCLUDED PROPERTY 
 
 

 
APN 

 
LANDOWNER 

 
ACRES 

TOTAL FOR 
LANDOWNER 

058-130-17 BRIJ DEV SINGH BISLA AND 
SURRINDER KAUR BISLA 

5.53 5.53 

058-130-24 DIANE Y. TSUTSUMI, AN 
UNMARRIED WOMAN, AS TO 
UNDIVIDED 40% INTEREST; 
GARY T. TSUTSUMI, A MARRIED 
MAN AS HIS SOLE AND 
SEPARATE PROPERTY, AS TO 
AN UNDIVIDED 40% INTEREST; 
AND AGNES M. TSUTSUMI, 
TRUSTEE OF THE SURVIVOR’S 
TRUST (TRUST A) CREATED 
UNDER THE TSUTSUMI FAMILY 
1990 TRUST AS TO AN 
UNDIVIDED 20% INTEREST; ALL 
TOGETHER AS TENANTS IN 
COMMON. 
 

12.56 12.56 

 Total 18.09 18.09 
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 AGENDA ITEM I-02 
 

 

 
APPROVED: ___________________________ 

 Blair King, City Manager 
K:\WP\DEV_SERV\LandscapeDistrict\2003Zone13\CIntention_PH.doc 3/30/2007 

CITY OF LODI 
 

COUNCIL COMMUNICATION 
 

TM 

 
 
AGENDA TITLE: Public Hearing to Consider Resolution Adopting Engineer’s Report, 

Confirming Assessments, Overruling Protests and Declaring Assessment 
Ballot Results and Annexing Territory into the Lodi Consolidated Landscape 
Maintenance Assessment District 2003-1 and Forming Guild Avenue 
Industrial Zone 13 

 
MEETING DATE: April 4, 2007 
 
PREPARED BY: Public Works Director 
 
 
RECOMMENDED ACTION: Conduct a public hearing to consider a resolution for the following: 
 
1. Adopting the Engineer’s Report 
2. Confirming assessments 
3. Overruling protests and declaring assessment ballot results 
4. Annexing territory into the Lodi Consolidated Landscape Maintenance Assessment District No. 2003-1 

and forming Guild Avenue Industrial Zone 13 
 
BACKGROUND INFORMATION: On February 21, 2007, the City Council adopted the following 

resolutions regarding the formation of Zone 13 of the Lodi 
Consolidated Landscape Maintenance Assessment District 
No. 2003-1. 

 
1. Resolution of Preliminary Approval of the Engineer’s Report Regarding the Proposed Annexation of 

Territory into the Lodi Consolidated Landscape Maintenance Assessment District No. 2003-1 and Levy 
and Collection of Assessments for Fiscal Year 2007/08 

 
2. Resolution Declaring Intention to Annex Territory into Lodi Consolidated Landscape Maintenance 

Assessment District No. 2003-1 and to Provide for the Levy and Collection of Assessments in Such 
Annexation, Setting a Time and Place for Public Hearing Thereon and Ordering the Initiation of 
Assessment Ballot Procedures 

 
3. Resolution Initiating Proceedings for the Annexation of Territory into the Lodi Consolidated Landscape 

Maintenance Assessment District No. 2003-1 and the Levy and Collection of Assessments for Certain 
Zones for Fiscal Year 2007/08 

 
Ballots have been mailed to the existing property owners to comply with Proposition 218 requirements.  
The ballots will be tabulated and the results will be announced at the conclusion of the Public Hearing.  In 
order for the assessment to be successful under Proposition 218 requirements, a majority of the 
landowners who vote (calculated in terms of dollars of assessment) must vote in favor of the proposals.  
If a majority vote is not received, the district will not be formed.   
 
The developers of the industrial developments located at 350, 495 and 555 North Guild Avenue have 
elected to annex to the Lodi Consolidated Landscape Maintenance Assessment District No. 2003-1 for 
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the purpose of maintaining and/or replacing certain public improvements to be installed in conjunction 
with or for the benefit of those projects.  The Engineer’s Report for the proposed annexation, prepared by 
NBS of Temecula and attached as Exhibit 1, presents a description of the project, defines the area, 
describes the improvements to be maintained and provides a cost estimate of the First Year Estimated 
Assessment and sets the Maximum Annual Assessment amount.  The improvements to be maintained 
include the future traffic signal at Victor Road and Guild Avenue, frontage and median landscaping in 
Victor Road, and street sweeping of Victor Road and Guild Avenue. 
 
The annexation area, Zone 13, is the first of multiple zone annexations that will occur within the defined 
Area of Benefit, Exhibit 2.  Zone 13 receives approximately 16% of the benefit from the public 
improvements and will, therefore, provide 16% of the funding for the maintenance of those improvements.  
Until such time that the balance of the parcels within the Area of Benefit are annexed, the City will be 
responsible for the balance of the funding for maintenance. 
 
The proposed Zone 13 contains eight (8) lots.  Parcel 049-080-17 is expected to subdivide into six (6) lots.  
The proposed assessment roll for Zone 13 is set forth in Exhibit 1.   
 
Zone 13 is the first proposed annexation of non-residential properties to the District.  Staff anticipates that 
similar annexations of non-residential properties will be presented to the Council in the future to provide 
funding for the maintenance and replacement of those certain public improvements that meet the criteria 
set forth in the Landscaping and Lighting Act of 1972 that are installed with or for the benefit of non-
residential developments. 
 
Election ballots were distributed to the owners of record as of the date of ballot preparation.  Voting is 
based upon acres and simple majority vote is required to form the district. 
 
The First Year Assessment will be added to the tax roll for Fiscal Year 2007/08 and the first revenues 
from the district will be received in December 2007.  The maximum annual assessment is subject to 
yearly cost adjustment based on the greater of either 5% or the percentage increase of the Local 
Consumer Price Index.  Subsequent annual assessments will be based on contract bid prices and actual 
costs, plus the Engineer’s Report schedule of replacement costs. 
 
FISCAL IMPACT: The purpose of the District is to collect funds to offset the fiscal impact of 

the maintenance and replacement of certain public improvements 
benefiting to each development. 

 
FUNDING AVAILABLE: All costs will be paid by applicant fees and reimbursement from funds 

collected through the assessment district. 
 
 
 
 
    _______________________________ 
    Richard C. Prima, Jr. 
    Public Works Director 
 
Prepared by Sharon A. Welch, Senior Civil Engineer 
RCP/SAW/pmf 
Attachments 
cc: Sharon Welch, Senior Civil Engineer 
 NBS 
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1. ENGINEER’S LETTER 
 
 WHEREAS, on February 21, 2007, the City Council of the City of Lodi (the “City”), State of 
California, directed NBS Government Finance Group, DBA NBS (“NBS”) to prepare and file a report 
presenting plans and specifications describing the general nature, location and extent of the 
improvements to be maintained, an estimate of the costs of the maintenance, operations and 
servicing of the improvements for the City of Lodi Consolidated Landscape Maintenance District No. 
2003-1, Annexation No. 2 (or the “District”) for Fiscal Year 2007/08.  The report includes a diagram 
for the District, showing the area and properties proposed to be assessed, an assessment of the 
estimated costs of the maintenance, operations and servicing the improvements, and the net amount 
upon all assessable lots and/or parcels within the District in proportion to the special benefit received; 
 
  NOW THEREFORE, the following assessment is made to cover the portion of the estimated 
costs of maintenance, operation and servicing of said improvements to be paid by the assessable 
real property within the District in proportion to the special benefit received: 
 

SUMMARY OF ASSESSMENT 

Description 

 
2007/08 

Assessment 
Maximum 

Assessment 

As 
Confirmed 
by Council 

Zone 13 – Guild Avenue Industrial $5,313.44 $9,106.84 $5,313.44 
Zone 13 Dwelling Unit Equivalent Factor (“dueF”) 94.06 94.06 94.06 
Assessment Rate Per dueF $  56.49 $  96.82 $  56.49 

 
 I, the undersigned, respectfully submit the enclosed Engineer’s Report and, to the best of my 
knowledge, information and belief, the Engineer’s Report, Assessments, and the Assessment 
Diagram herein have been prepared and computed in accordance with the order of the City Council 
of the City of Lodi. 
 
 
       
Wally Sandelin, P.E., Engineer of Work 
 
 
Date:            
                            Seal
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2. OVERVIEW 

2.1 Introduction  
 
The City of Lodi (“City”) proposes to levy special benefit assessments for the Lodi Consolidated 
Landscape Maintenance District No. 2003-1 (“District”) for Fiscal Year 2007/08.  The City currently 
has consolidated twelve landscape maintenance districts into a single district, the “Lodi Consolidated 
Landscape Maintenance District No. 2003-1”.  In response to the provisions of the California 
Constitution Article XIIIC and XIIID (Proposition 218), in 2003 a separate Engineer’s Report was 
prepared for each of the first two Zones (Zones 1 and 2) of the Lodi Consolidated Landscape 
Maintenance District.  The City conducted property owner balloting proceedings for the assessments 
in Fiscal Year 2004/05.  After approval of the assessment by the property owners, the City began to 
levy and collect special assessments on the County tax rolls to provide continued funding for the 
costs and expenses required for maintenance of the improvements within the District.  In 2004 a 
separate Engineer’s Report was prepared for each of the next five Zones (Zones 3 thru 7) of the Lodi 
Consolidated Landscape Maintenance District.  The City conducted property owner balloting 
proceedings for Zones 3 and 4 for the assessments in Fiscal Year 2004/05 and the City conducted 
property owner balloting proceedings for Zones 5 through 7 for the assessments in Fiscal Year 
2005/06.  For Fiscal Year 2006/07, the City conducted property owner balloting proceedings for the 
annexation of Zones 8 through twelve into the District.  For Fiscal Year 2007/08, the City is proposing 
the annexation of Zone 13 into the District.  After approval of the assessment by the property owners, 
the City will levy and collect special assessments on the County tax rolls to provide continued funding 
for the costs and expenses required for maintenance of the improvements within the District.  The 
District is levied pursuant to the Landscape and Lighting Act of 1972, Part 2 of Division 15 of the 
California Streets and Highways Code (the Act), and in compliance with the substantive and 
procedural requirements of the California Constitution Article XIIID. 
 
This Engineer’s Report (“Report”) describes the proposed annexation (the “Annexation”) of Zone 13 
into the District and assessments to be levied against properties within the Annexation for Fiscal Year 
2007/08.  The assessments described herein are based on the estimated cost to operate service and 
maintain improvements that will provide a direct and special benefit to properties within the District.  
All improvements to be operated, serviced and maintained through annual assessments were or will 
be constructed and installed in connection with the development or for the benefit of these properties.  
The annual costs and assessments described herein include all estimated direct expenditures, 
incidental expenses, deficits, surpluses, revenues, and reserves associated with the maintenance 
and servicing of the improvements. 
 
The word “parcel,” for the purposes of this Report, refers to an individual property assigned its own 
Assessment Number by the County of San Joaquin Assessor’s Office.  The County of San Joaquin 
Auditor/Controller uses Assessment Numbers and specific Fund Numbers to identify properties 
assessed on the tax roll for special district benefit assessments. 
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2.2 Effect of Proposition 218   
 
On November 5, 1996, California voters approved proposition 218 by a margin of 56.5% to 43.5%.  
The provisions of the Proposition, now California Articles XIIIC and XIIID, add substantive and 
procedural requirements to assessments, which affect the City of Lodi landscape maintenance 
assessments. 
 
The proposed assessments for the City of Lodi Consolidated Landscape Maintenance District No. 
2003-1, for Fiscal Year 2007/08 are not proposed to increase over the annual rate escalation factor of 
the annual San Francisco Bay Area C.P.I. or 5%, which ever is greater, which was approved by 
property owners following the assessment balloting procedures set forth in Section 4 SEC. 4 of the 
Proposition. 
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3. PLANS AND SPECIFICATIONS 
 
During the installation period for each Zone within the Lodi Consolidated Landscape 
Maintenance District No. 2003-1, the installer of the improvements will maintain the new 
improvements until the following June 30, or such time as funds are available for 
maintenance, at which time the new areas shall be incorporated into the areas already being 
maintained by the District. 
 

3.1 Description of Facilities for Zone 13 
 

Zone 13 is comprised of 8 industrial parcels; the facilities within Zone 13 of the Lodi 
Consolidated Landscape Maintenance District No. 2003-1 that will be operated, serviced, 
maintained and improved are generally described as follows: 

A. A traffic signal at the intersection of Highway 12 (Victor Road) and Guild Avenue.  
B. A 15.0 foot irrigated, landscaped strip in a 16.0 foot median in Victor Road (Highway 

12) south of the Zone 13 boundary, extending west from the current City limits for a 
distance of 700 feet. 

C. A 28.5 foot irrigated landscape strip on the north side of Victor Road (Highway 12), 
extending westerly from the current City limits to 231 feet west of the Guild Avenue  
intersection centerline and having a total length of 1,485 feet. 

D. Street sweeping along the north and south side of Victor Road (Highway 12) and 
along the median and curbing from 231 feet west of the Guild Avenue intersection 
centerline to the current City limits. 

 
Zone 13 consists of 8 industrial parcels located on Guild Avenue, north of Lockeford Street.  
The benefit from facilities within Zone 13 for each lot has been determined based on an 
acreage basis.  Zone 13 includes 95.28 Dwelling Unit Equivalents (DUE).  Please refer to 
Section 4 of this Report for a more complete description. 
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4. METHOD OF APPORTIONMENT 
 

4.1 Method of Apportionment 
 
Pursuant to the 1972 Act the costs (assessments) of the District are apportioned by a formula or 
method that fairly distributes the net amount to be assessed among all parcels in proportion to 
benefits received from the improvements.  The provisions of Article XIIIC and XIIID of the California 
Constitution (Proposition 218) require the agency to separate the general benefit from special benefit, 
whereas only special benefits may be assessed. 
 
IMPROVEMENT BENEFIT FINDINGS 
 
The annual assessments outlined in the Budget section of this Report are proposed to cover the 
estimated costs to provide all necessary service, operation, administration and maintenance within 
the District, by Zone.  It has been determined that each assessable parcel within the District receives 
proportional special benefits from the improvements.  The benefit from the improvements to be 
maintained through annual assessments from Zone 13 has been determined to be 16.09% of the 
total, based on the acreage and land use zoning of all parcels on Guild Avenue north of Victor Road 
(Highway 12) and two parcels having frontage on the south side of Victor Road east of Guild Avenue.  
The individual benefit for each parcel with Zone 13 has been determined based on acreage.  The 
balance of the costs of operating, servicing and maintaining the improvements shall be borne by the 
City until such time as the remaining parcels on Guild Avenue, north and south of Victor Road 
(Highway 12) are developed or are otherwise required to annex into the District.  All improvements to 
be maintained and funded through annual assessments were constructed and installed in connection 
with or for the benefit of the development of properties within the District, and each parcel’s close and 
relatively similar proximity to the improvements makes each parcel’s special benefit from the 
improvements similar and proportionate.   
 
SPECIAL BENEFITS 
 
The method of apportionment (method of assessment) is based on the premise that each of the 
assessed parcels within the District receives special benefit from the improvements maintained and 
financed by District assessments.  Specifically, the assessments associated with each Zone are 
outlined in Section 3 of this Report. 
 
DESCRIPTION OF THE METHOD OF APPORTIONMENT 
 
The District provides operation, service and maintenance to all the specific local improvements and 
associated appurtenances located within the public right-of-ways in each of the various Zones 
throughout the District.  The annual assessments are based on the historical and estimated cost to 
operate, to service and to maintain the improvements that provide a special benefit to properties 
within the District and Zones.  The various improvements within each Zone are identified and 
budgeted separately, including all expenditures, deficits, surpluses, revenues, and reserves. 
 
The assessments outlined in this section represent the proportionate special benefit to each property 
within the District and the basis of calculating each parcel’s proportionate share of the annual costs 
associated with the District/Zone improvements.  The costs associated with the maintenance and 
operation of special benefit improvements shall be collected through annual assessments from each 
parcel receiving such benefit.  The funds collected shall be dispersed and used for only the services 
and operation provided to the District. 
 
The basis of determining each parcel’s special benefit utilizes a weighting formula commonly known 
as a Dwelling Unit Equivalent Factor (dueF).  The developed single-family residential parcel is used 
as the base unit for calculation of assessments and is defined as one (1.00) dueF.  All other property 
types are assigned a dueF that reflects their proportional special benefit from the improvements as 
compared to the single-family residential parcel (weighted comparison). 
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To determine the dueF for industrial parcels, a Benefit Unit Factor (BUF) is assigned to each property 
type.  This BUF multiplied by the parcel’s specific acreage determines the parcel’s specific dueF.  
Industrial parcels have been assigned a BUF of 4.00 per acre.  The following table provides a listing 
of the various land use types and the corresponding BUF used to calculate a parcel’s dueF and 
proportionate benefit: 
 

4.2 Land Use Benefit Factors 
 

PROPERTY TYPE LAND USE  ASSIGNED BENEFIT UNIT FACTOR  
Industrial 4.00 per Acre 
Exempt 0.00 
Other Uses The dueF Will Be Established As Required 

 
Exempt – Certain parcels, by reason of use, size, shape or state of development, may be assigned a 
zero dueF which will consequently result in a zero assessment for those parcels for that fiscal year.  
All parcels having such a zero dueF for the previous fiscal year shall annually be reconsidered to 
determine if the reason for assigning the zero dueF is still valid for the next fiscal year.  Parcels which 
may be expected to have a zero dueF assigned are typically parcels which are all, or nearly all, 
publicly landscaped, parcels in public ownership, parcels owned by a public utility company and/or 
used for public utilities, public parks, public schools, and remainder parcels too small or narrow for 
reasonable residential or commercial use, unless actually in use. 
 
Area Adjustments – Parcels which have an assessment determined by area and which have a 
portion of the parcel occupied by public or public utility uses separate from the entitled use and 
located in easements, prior to the multiplication by the dueF, shall have the area of the parcel 
adjusted to a usable area to reflect the loss or partial loss of the entitled use in those areas.  This 
reduction shall not apply for normal peripheral and interior lot line public utility easements generally 
existing over the whole subdivision. 
 
As noted previously, the District is divided into Zones.  These Zones encompass specific 
developments where the properties receive a direct and special benefit from the operation, service 
and maintenance of those improvements.  The basis of benefit and proportionate assessment for all 
properties within the District is established by each parcel’s calculated dueF and their proportionate 
share of the improvement costs based on their proportionate dueF within the Zone.  The method 
used to calculate the assessments for each Zone is as follows: 
 

Total Balance to Levy / Total dueF = Levy per dueF (Levy Rate) 
 

Parcel’s dueF x Levy per dueF (Levy Rate) = Parcel Levy Amount 
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ASSESSMENT RANGE FORMULA 
 
Any new or increase in assessments require certain noticing and meeting requirements by law.  Prior 
to the passage of Proposition 218, legislative changes in the Brown Act defined the definition of “new 
or increased assessment” to exclude certain conditions.  These conditions included “any assessment 
that does not exceed an assessment formula or range of assessments previously adopted by the 
agency or approved by the voters in the area where the assessment is imposed.”  This definition and 
conditions were later confirmed through SB919 (Proposition 218 implementing legislation). 
 
The purpose of establishing an assessment range formula is to provide for reasonable increases and 
inflationary adjustments to annual assessments without requiring costly noticing and mailing 
procedures, which could add to the District costs and assessments.   
 
Generally, if the proposed annual assessment (levy per unit or rate) for the current fiscal year is less 
than or equal to the “Maximum Assessment” (or “Adjusted Maximum Assessment”), then the 
proposed annual assessment is not considered an increased assessment.  The Maximum 
Assessment is equal to the initial Assessment approved by property owners adjusted annually by the 
following criteria: 
 

1. Beginning in the second fiscal year (Fiscal Year 2008/09) and each fiscal year thereafter, the 
Maximum Assessment will be recalculated annually. 

 
2. The new adjusted Maximum Assessment for the year represents the prior year’s Maximum 

Assessment adjusted by the greater of: 
 

(a) Five percent (5.0%); or, 
(b) The annual increase in the Consumer Price Index (CPI). 

 
Each year the annual increase in the CPI shall be computed.  The increase in CPI is the percentage 
difference between the CPI of December of any given year and the CPI for the previous December as 
provided and established by the Bureau of Labor Statistics (example: Fiscal Year 2005/06 CPI 
increase is 2.2% over December 2004).  This percentage difference (annual difference) shall then 
establish the allowed increase based on CPI.  The Consumer Price Index used shall be based on the 
CPI established by the Bureau of Labor Statistics for all urban consumers for the San Francisco-
Oakland-San Jose Area.  Should the Bureau of Labor Statistics revise such index or discontinue the 
preparation of such index, the City shall use the revised index or comparable system as approved by 
the City Council for determining fluctuations in the cost of living. 
 
If CPI is less than five percent (5.0%), then the allowable adjustment to the Maximum Assessment is 
five percent.  If CPI is greater than five percent (5.0%), then the allowable adjustment to the 
Maximum Assessment is based on CPI.  The Maximum Assessment is adjusted annually and is 
calculated independent of the District’s annual budget and proposed annual assessment.  Any 
proposed annual assessment (rate per levy unit) less than or equal to this Maximum Assessment is 
not considered an increased assessment, even if the proposed assessment is greater than the 
assessment applied in the prior fiscal year. 
 
The following table illustrates how the assessment range formula shall be applied.  For example, if 
the percentage change in CPI is greater than five percent (5.0%), as in Example 1, then the 
percentage adjustment to the Maximum Assessment will be by CPI.  If the percentage change in CPI 
is less than five percent (5.0%), as in Example 2, then the percentage adjustment to the Maximum 
Assessment will be five percent (5.0%).
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Examples of Percentage Increases 
 

Example 

CPI 
Calculated 
Percentage 

Increase 

Standard 
5% 

Increase 

Maximum % 
Increase 

Without Re- 
Balloting 

Prior Years 
Maximum 

Rate 
Per dueF 

Allowed 
Adjustment 

Per 
dueF 

Allowed 
New 

Maximum 
Rate Per 

dueF 
1 5.25% 5.00% 5.25% $347.00  18.22 $365.22 
2 2.20% 5.00% 5.00% $347.00  17.35 $364.35 

 
As previously illustrated, the Maximum Assessment will be recalculated and adjusted annually.  
However, the City Council may reduce or freeze the Maximum Assessment at any time by amending 
the Engineer’s Annual Report. 
 
Although the Maximum Assessment will normally increase each year, the actual District assessments 
may remain virtually unchanged.  The Maximum Assessment adjustment is designed to establish a 
reasonable limit on District assessments.  The Maximum Assessment calculated each year does not 
require or facilitate an increase to the annual assessment, nor does it restrict assessments to the 
adjusted maximum amount.  If the budget and assessments for the fiscal year does not require an 
increase, or the increase is less than the adjusted Maximum Assessment, then the required budget 
and assessment may be applied without additional property owner balloting.  If the budget and 
assessments calculated requires an increase greater than the adjusted Maximum Assessment then 
the assessment is considered an increased assessment.  To impose an increased assessment the 
City Council must comply with the provisions of Proposition 218 (Article XIIID Section 4c of the 
California Constitution).  Proposition 218 requires a Public Hearing and certain protest procedures 
including mailed notice of the Public Hearing and property owner protest balloting.  Property owners, 
through the balloting process, must approve the proposed assessment increase.  If the proposed 
assessment is approved, then a new Maximum Assessment is established for the District.  If the 
proposed assessment is not approved, the City Council may not levy an assessment greater than the 
adjusted Maximum Assessment previously established for the District. 
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5. ESTIMATE OF COSTS 
5.1 Description of Budget Items  
 

The following items make up the Estimate of Costs used in determining the Annual Assessments of 
the District.  The specific Zones within the District are shown in Section 3 of this Report.  Definitions 
of maintenance items, words and phrases are shown below: 
 

Fiscal Year – One year period of time beginning July 1st of a given year and ending June 30th of the 
following year. 
 

Landscape Areas – The estimated cost of labor, material, supplies, water and electric energy 
necessary for maintaining and servicing the trees, shrubs, turf, ground cover, etc within the median 
and landscaped strip of the District. 
 

Traffic Signals – The estimated costs to provide maintenance, repair and electric energy to the traffic 
signals and street lights within the District. 
 
Street Sweeping – The estimated cost provide street sweeping services within the District. 
 

Consultants – Costs associated with outside consultant fees in order to comply with Assessment Law 
and placement of assessments onto the San Joaquin County Tax Roll each year.  
 

Publication – Costs associated with the publishing, posting and mailing of any required notices each 
year.  
 

City Administration – Costs attributable to the City of Lodi related to District administration and 
management each year. 
 

County Administration – Costs of the County of San Joaquin related to the placement of assessments 
on the tax roll each year. 
 

Landscape Reserves/Contingencies – An amount of 50% of the maintenance costs may be included 
to build a Reserve and Contingency Fund.  The Landscaping and Lighting Act of 1972, Part 2, 
Division 15 of the Streets and Highways Code of the State of California, commencing with Section 
22500, allows the District assessments to “…include a reserve which shall not exceed the estimated 
costs of maintenance and servicing to December 10 of the fiscal year, or whenever the city expects to 
receive its apportionment of special assessments and tax collections from the county, whichever is 
later.” 
 

Total Dwelling Unit Equivalent Factor – Dwelling Unit Equivalent Factor (dueF) is a numeric value 
calculated for each parcel based on the parcel’s land use.  The dueF shown in the District/Zone 
budget represents the sum total of all parcel dueF’s that receive benefit from the improvements.  
Refer to Section III for a more complete description of dueF’s. 
 

Estimated Assessment per DUE – This amount represents the rate being applied to each parcel’s 
individual dueF.  The Levy per Dwelling Unit Equivalent Factor is the result of dividing the Total 
Estimated Assessment, by the sum of the District dueF’s, for the fiscal year.  This amount is always 
rounded down to the nearest even penny for tax bill purposes. 
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5.2 District Budget  
 

Zone 13 – Guild Avenue Industrial Budget 
 

DESCRIPTION 
MAXIMUM 

ASSESSMENT 
2007/08 

BUDGET 
Operation Costs: (1)  
  Landscape Areas  
    Landscape Maintenance – Median $2,500 $0
    Landscape Maintenance – Strip 4,612 4,612
    Repair/Replacement 12 8
    Water 10 7
    Electricity 7 5
  Sub-Total Landscape Costs: $7,141 $4,632
  
  Traffic Signals  
    Repair/Maintenance $641 $0
    Electricity – Signal 41 0
    Electricity – Street Light 83 0
  Sub-Total Traffic Signal Costs $ 765 $   0
  
  Street Sweeping $142 $0
  
  Sub-Total Operations Costs $8,048 $4,632
  
Administration Costs: (2)  
    Consultants $48 $48
    Publication 7 7
    City Administration Fee 101 101
    County Administration Fee 10 10
    Contingency 813 468
Sub-Total Administration Costs: $ 979 $ 634
  
BUDGET TOTAL $9,027 $5,266
  
Replacement Reserve (3   
    Landscape $80 $48
TOTAL ESTIMATED ASSESSMENT $9,107 $5,314
  
TOTAL dueF  94.06 94.06
  
ESTIMATED ASSESSMENT PER DUE $  97 $  56

 
(1) Includes landscape maintenance, repair, replacement, water, installation and electricity costs. 
(2) Includes Consultants, City & County administration, publication costs and contingency. 
(3) Includes landscape and irrigation equipment replacement costs. 
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5.3 Landscape Reserve Information 
 

Zone 13 Landscape Reserve Information  
 

DESCRIPTION AMOUNT 
Landscape Reserve Beginning Balance – June 30, 2007 $0.00

Contribution to Landscape Reserves 300.00

LANDSCAPE RESERVE ENDING BALANCE – JUNE 30, 2008 $ 300.00
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6. ASSESSMENT DIAGRAM 
 
An Assessment Diagram for Zone 13 of the City of Lodi Consolidated Landscape Maintenance 
District No. 2003-1 has been submitted to the City Clerk in the format required under the provisions of 
the Act.  Enclosed a copy of said submittal.  The lines and dimensions shown on maps of the County 
Assessor of the County of San Joaquin for the current year are incorporated by reference herein and 
made part of this Report. 
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7. ASSESSMENT ROLL 
 
The parcel listing of assessments is provided below.  The description of each lot or parcel as part of 
the records of the County Assessor of the County of San Joaquin are, by reference, made part of this 
Report. 

 
 

ASSESSMENT ROLL 
 
 

ZONE APN Acreage Type 
AMT PER 

dueF dueF 
FY 2007/08 

ASSESSMENT 
13 049-040-091 13.820 Industrial $56.49 55.28 $3,122.76
13 049-080-016 5.000 Industrial $56.49 20.00 $1,129.80
13 Por. of 049-080-017 0.459 Industrial $56.49 1.84 $103.94
13 Por. of 049-080-017 0.571 Industrial $56.49 2.28 $128.80
13 Por. of 049-080-017 0.570 Industrial $56.49 2.28 $128.80
13 Por. of 049-080-017 0.606 Industrial $56.49 2.42 $136.70
13 Por. of 049-080-017 1.917 Industrial $56.49 7.67 $433.28
13 Por. of 049-080-017 0.572 Industrial $56.49 2.29 $129.36

 Sub-Total 23.515  94.06 $5,313.44
     

Future 049-040-92 0.832 Industrial $56.49 3.33 0
Future 049-080-05 13.500 Industrial $56.49 54.00 0
Future 049-080-07 4.490 Industrial $56.49 17.96 0
Future 049-080-18 5.000 Industrial $56.49 20.00 0
Future 049-080-19 5.000 Industrial $56.49 20.00 0
Future 049-080-28 5.000 Industrial $56.49 20.00 0
Future 049-080-74 2.590 Industrial $56.49 10.36 0
Future 049-080-77 4.790 Industrial $56.49 19.16 0
Future 049-080-81 5.190 Industrial $56.49 20.76 0
Future 049-080-82 0.551 Industrial $56.49 2.20 0
Future 049-080-83 38.530 Industrial $56.49 154.12 0
Future 049-040-19 10.000 Industrial $56.49 40.00 0
Future 049-040-47 27.130 Industrial $56.49 108.52 0

 TOTAL: 122.603     490.41 $   0.00
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MAXIMUM ASSESSMENT ROLL 
 
 

ZONE APN Acreage Type 
AMT PER 

dueF dueF 
FY 2007/08 MAX 
ASSESSMENT 

13 049-040-091 13.820 Industrial $96.82 55.28 $5,352.20
13 049-080-016 5.000 Industrial $96.82 20.00 $1,936.40
13 Por. of 049-080-017 0.459 Industrial $96.82 1.84 $178.14
13 Por. of 049-080-017 0.571 Industrial $96.82 2.28 $220.74
13 Por. of 049-080-017 0.570 Industrial $96.82 2.28 $220.74
13 Por. of 049-080-017 0.606 Industrial $96.82 2.42 $234.30
13 Por. of 049-080-017 1.917 Industrial $96.82 7.67 $742.60
13 Por. of 049-080-017 0.572 Industrial $96.82 2.29 $221.72

 Sub-Total 23.515  94.06 $9,106.84
     

Future 049-040-92 0.832 Industrial $96.82 3.33 0
Future 049-080-05 13.500 Industrial $96.82 54.00 0
Future 049-080-07 4.490 Industrial $96.82 17.96 0
Future 049-080-18 5.000 Industrial $96.82 20.00 0
Future 049-080-19 5.000 Industrial $96.82 20.00 0
Future 049-080-28 5.000 Industrial $96.82 20.00 0
Future 049-080-74 2.590 Industrial $96.82 10.36 0
Future 049-080-77 4.790 Industrial $96.82 19.16 0
Future 049-080-81 5.190 Industrial $96.82 20.76 0
Future 049-080-82 0.551 Industrial $96.82 2.20 0
Future 049-080-83 38.530 Industrial $96.82 154.12 0
Future 049-040-19 10.000 Industrial $96.82 40.00 0
Future 049-040-47 27.130 Industrial $96.82 108.52 0

 TOTAL: 122.603     490.41 $0.00
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RESOLUTION NO.    
 

RESOLUTION OF THE LODI CITY COUNCIL, COUNTY OF SAN JOAQUIN, DECLARING 
THE RESULTS OF THE ASSESSMENT BALLOT TABULATION, TO ANNEX 
TERRITORY INTO THE LODI CONSOLIDATED LANDSCAPE MAINTENANCE DISTRICT 
NO. 2003-1, ORDERING MAINTENANCE WORK THEREIN AND CONFIRMING THE 
REPORT, DIAGRAM AND ASSESSMENT AND PROVIDING FOR THE LEVY OF THE 
ANNUAL ASSESSMENT THEREIN 

============================================================================ 
 
 WHEREAS, the City Council of the City of Lodi, has initiated proceedings for the annexation of 
territory and levy of annual assessments in a special maintenance district created pursuant to the 
terms of the “Landscaping and Lighting Act of 1972”, being Division 15, Part 2 of the Streets and 
Highways Code of the State of California (the “1972 Act”), Article XIIID of the Constitution of the State of 
California (“Article XIIID”) and the Proposition 218 Omnibus Implementation Act (Government Code 
Section 53750 and following) (the “Implementation Act”) (the 1972 Act, Article XIIID and the 
Implementation Act may be referred to collectively herein as the “Assessment Law”), such special 
assessment district annexation known and designated as City of  Lodi, “Lodi Consolidated Landscape 
Maintenance District No. 2003-1, (the “District”).  The areas proposed to be annexed will become 
Zones within the District.  Such Zones shall be known and designated as: 
 

ZONE 13 – GUILD AVENUE INDUSTRIAL 
 

 WHEREAS, the City Council did order and subsequently receive a report prepared by NBS (the 
“Assessment Engineer”) prepared in accordance with the Assessment Law (the “Engineer’s Annexation 
and Annual Levy Report”); and 

 
 WHEREAS, the City Council has carefully examined and reviewed the Report as presented and 
is satisfied with the proposed annexation, each and all of the budgets items and documents as set forth 
therein, and is satisfied that the levy amounts have been spread in accordance with the special benefit 
received from the improvements, operation, maintenance and services to be performed within the 
District, as set forth in said Report; and, 
 
 WHEREAS, the City Council did set the time and place for a Public Hearing to consider the 
proposed District and the authorization to levy annual assessments therein and did order that notice of 
such Public Hearing accompanied by assessment ballots be given to the record owners of property 
within the proposed District in accordance with the provisions of the Assessment Law; and 

 
 WHEREAS, notice of such Public Hearing accompanied by assessment ballots were mailed to 
the record owners of property within the proposed District in accordance with the provisions of the 
Assessment Law; and 

 
 NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED AS FOLLOWS: 
 
SECTION 1. RECITALS: The above recitals are all true and correct. 
 
SECTION 2. PROCEDURES: This City Council hereby finds and determines that the procedures for 

the consideration of the levy of the assessments have been undertaken in accordance 
with the Assessment Law. 

 
SECTION 3. ASSESSMENT BALLOT PROCEDURES: Assessment ballots were mailed as required 

by Assessment Law to the record owners of all properties within the District, which are 
proposed to be assessed. The assessment ballots that were completed and received 
by the City Clerk prior to the close of the Public Hearing have been tabulated in 
accordance with the procedures established by Assessment Law and this City Council, 
and the results of such tabulation have been submitted to this City Council.  

 
This City Council hereby finds that the assessment ballots submitted in favor of the levy 
of assessments as weighted in accordance with Assessment Law exceed the 
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assessment ballots submitted in opposition to such levy also as weighted in 
accordance with Assessment Law. Therefore, no majority protest to the levy of 
assessments within the District has been found to exist. 

 
SECTION 4.  ANNEXATION OF TERRITORY: This City Council hereby orders the annexation of 

territory into the District. 
 
SECTION 5. DETERMINATION AND CONFIRMATION: Based upon the Assessment Engineer’s 

Report and the testimony and other evidence presented at the Public Hearing, the City 
Council hereby makes the following determinations regarding the assessments 
proposed to be imposed for Fiscal Year 2007/2008 and the maximum annual 
assessments proposed to be imposed to pay for the estimated costs of the 
maintenance of all of the improvements to ultimately be maintained upon the 
completion and acceptance of thereof: 

 
a. The proportionate special benefit derived by each individual parcel assessed 

has been determined in relationship to the entirety of the cost of the operations 
and maintenance expenses. 

 
b. The assessments do not exceed the reasonable cost of the proportional 

special benefit conferred on each parcel. 
 
c. Only the special benefits have been assessed. 

 
The assessments for the District contained in the Assessment Engineer’s Report for 
Fiscal Year 2007/2008 are hereby confirmed and levied upon the respective lots or 
parcels in the District in the amounts as set forth in such Final Assessment Engineer’s 
Report. Subsequent annual assessments in amounts not to exceed the maximum 
annual assessment of the estimated costs of the maintenance of all of the 
improvements to ultimately be maintained upon the completion and acceptance 
thereof as set forth in the Final Assessment Engineer’s Report may be subsequently 
confirmed and levied without further assessment ballot proceedings pursuant to the 
Assessment Law. As of December  of each fiscal year after the base year (Fiscal Year 
2007/2008), the maximum amount of each assessment (the “Maximum Assessment”) 
shall be increased by the greater of  5% or C.P.I. without further compliance with the 
assessment ballot procedures required under the Assessment Law. 

 
SECTION 6. ASSESSMENT ENGINEER’S REPORT: The “Report” as presented, consists of the 

following: 
 

A. Description of Improvements. 
B. The Annual Budget (Costs and Expenses of Services, Operations and 

Maintenance) 
C. The District Roll containing the Fiscal Year 2007/08 Levy for each Assessor Parcel 

within the District. 
 
This City Council hereby finds the Engineer’s Report to be satisfactory, approved and 
ordered to be filed in the Office of the City Clerk as a permanent record and to remain 
open to public inspection. 

 
 

  SECTION 7. ORDERING OF MAINTENANCE: The public interest and convenience requires and this 
legislative body does hereby order the maintenance work to be made and performed 
as said maintenance work is set forth in the Final Assessment Engineer’s Report. 

 
SECTION 8. FILING WITH CITY CLERK: The above-referenced diagram and assessment shall be 

filed in the Office of the City Clerk.  Said diagram and assessment, and the certified 
copy thereof, shall be open for public inspection. 
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SECTION 9. FILING WITH THE COUNTY AUDITOR: The City Clerk is hereby ordered and directed 

to immediately file a certified copy of the diagram and assessment with the County 
Auditor.  Said filing to be made no later than the 3rd Monday in August. 

 
SECTION 10.  ENTRY UPON THE ASSESSMENT ROLL: After the filing of the diagram and 

assessment, the County Auditor shall enter on the County assessment roll opposite 
each lot or parcel of land the amount assessed thereupon, as shown in the 
assessment. 

 
SECTION 11.  COLLECTION AND PAYMENT: The assessments shall be collected at the same time 

and in the same manner as County taxes are collected, and all laws providing for the 
collection and enforcement of County taxes shall apply to the collection and 
enforcement of the assessments. 

 
SECTION 12.  FISCAL YEAR 2007/2008:  The assessments as above confirmed and levied for these 

proceedings will provide revenue to finance the maintenance of authorized 
improvements in the fiscal year commencing July 1, 2007 and ending June 30, 2008. 

 
Dated: April 4, 2007 
======================================================================== 
 
 I hereby certify that Resolution No. 2007-____ was passed and adopted by the City Council of 
the City of Lodi in a regular meeting held April 4, 2007, by the following vote: 
 
 AYES:  COUNCIL MEMBERS –  
 
 NOES:  COUNCIL MEMBERS –  
 
 ABSENT: COUNCIL MEMBERS –  
 
 ABSTAIN: COUNCIL MEMBERS –  
 
 
 
 
        RANDI JOHL 
        City Clerk 

 
 
 
 
 

2007-____ 
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  AGENDA ITEM I-03 
 

 
 

APPROVED: __________________________________ 
 Blair King, City Manager 

CITY OF LODI 
 

COUNCIL COMMUNICATION 
 

TM 

 
 
AGENDA TITLE: 1.  Approve the following Negative Declarations: 

a. Negative Declaration 06-03 for the General Plan Amendment and change 
in Zoning for the Gini Project (expansion of auto-related businesses). 

b. Approve Negative Declaration 06-04 for the General Plan Amendment and 
change in Zoning for the Lodi Memorial Hospital Project (new south wing 
addition and other related facilities). 

2. Amend the General Plan designation for 1333 and 1325 South Central Avenue 
from Eastside Residential to General Commercial (Gini Project) and for 1201, 
1139, 1133, 1127, 1121, and 1115 W. Cardinal Street from Low Density 
Residential to Office (Lodi Memorial Hospital project). 

3. Rezone 1333 and 1325 S. Central Ave. from RE-1, Single Family Residential 
Eastside to C-2, General Commercial. 

4. Rezone 975, 999, 1031 South Fairmont; 1200 W. Vine Street; 1201, 1139, 
1133, 1127, 1121, and 1115 W. Cardinal Street from (R-C-P) Residential-
Commercial-Professional Office and (R-2) Residence District to (PD) Planned 
Development and approve Development Plan. 

 
MEETING DATE: April 4, 2007 
 
PREPARED BY: Community Development Director 
 
 
RECOMMENDED ACTION:       1.  Approve the following Negative Declarations: 

a. Negative Declaration 06-03 for the General Plan Amendment and 
change in Zoning for the Gini Project (expansion of auto-related 
businesses). 

b. Approve Negative Declaration 06-04 for the General Plan 
Amendment and change in Zoning for the Lodi Memorial Hospital 
Project (new south wing addition and other related facilities). 

2. Amend the General Plan designation for 1333 and 1325 South 
Central Avenue from Eastside Residential to General Commercial 
(Gini Project) and for 1201, 1139, 1133, 1127, 1121, and 1115 W. 
Cardinal Street from Low Density Residential to Office (Lodi 
Memorial Hospital project). 

3. Rezone 1333 and 1325 S. Central Ave. from RE-1, Single Family 
Residential Eastside to C-2, General Commercial. 

4. Rezone 975, 999, 1031South Fairmont; 1200 W. Vine Street; 1201, 
1139, 1133, 1127, 1121, and 1115 W. Cardinal Street from (R-C-P) 
Residential-Commercial-Professional Office and (R-2) Residence 
District to (PD) Planned Development and approve Development 
Plan. 
 

 

jperrin
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The Gini Project and the Lodi Memorial Hospital Expansion Project are two projects similar in nature but 
independent of each other. The similarity is that both these projects involve requests to change General 
Plan designations. State law allows only four General Plan Amendments a year, staff has combined 
these two requests into a single General Plan Amendment so as to use only one of our allowed 
amendments. There is no restriction in State law as to the number of separate changes (text or map) in a 
single General Plan Amendment.  
 
One applicant, Mr. Kenneth J. Gini, is interested in expanding his auto service businesses onto property 
he owns adjacent to his current business. These adjacent properties (1325 and 1333 South Central 
Avenue) are currently used for residential use and have General Plan and Zoning designations for 
residential. In order for Mr. Gini’s Project to proceed, the General Plan and Zoning designations need to 
be changed. Currently, Mr. Gini’s properties located at 1325 and 1333 South Central Ave (APN: 047-270-
11and 047-270-12, respectively) have a General Plan Designation Eastside Residential (ER) and Zoning 
designation of Single Family Residence, Eastside (RE-1). The change in zoning to C-2 will allow land 
uses in the subject properties similar to the uses currently existing along Kettleman Lane and as 
specifically permitted by the City’s Zoning Ordinances. 
 
Lodi Memorial Hospital, in response to state mandated legislation and growing need of the community, 
plan to expand their current facilities and healthcare services. Anticipated population growth indicated a 
need to expand the hospital from its current 107 beds to over 150 beds in the near future. At the same 
time, the State enacted a Hospital Seismic Safety legislation, which specified deadlines that impact the 
existing facilities, services and beds available to the community. In order to meet the community’s 
anticipated need and to comply with the seismic legislation, the Lodi Memorial Hospital is proposing to 
execute a three phased expansion plan. The first phase will consist of an addition to the South Wing, 
construction of a Central Utility Plant and a surface parking lot. The second phase of the construction will 
be internal and external projects to support future community growth and seismic requirements. The last 
phase of the proposed project will include several additional major growth projects as mandated by the 
California Hospital Seismic Safety Act, which calls for all acute care functions to be in buildings of a 
higher seismic performance standard by 2030. When the project is completed, it will have met the future 
healthcare needs of the community and meet state mandated seismic standards.   
 
BACKGROUND INFORMATION:  
A. Gini Project 
Mr. Gini applied for a General Plan Amendment to change the land use designation for 1325 and 1333 
South Central Ave (APN: 047-270-11and 047-270-12, respectively) from Eastside Residential (ER) to 
General Commercial  (GC) and Rezone from RE-1, Single Family Residence Eastside to C-2, 
Neighborhood Commercial.  The change in General Plan designation and Rezone will allow land uses in 
the subject properties similar to the uses currently existing along Kettleman Lane. The applicant plans to 
merge these two properties with other properties that he owns that front Kettleman Lane and develop 
auto related businesses. 
 
This request was first publicly heard by the Planning Commission on December 13, 2006. At that time, 
the applicant’s request included a request for consideration to amend the General Plan and Zoning 
designations for 1323 South Central Avenue (APN: 047-270-10), which is owned by BVK Investment Co. 
This property is approximately 10 feet wide and has a depth of 130 ft, with a total area of 1,300 square 
feet. This particular property is currently being used as a driveway to access both commercially zoned 
properties that face Kettleman Lane and residential proprieties to the north. At that hearing, the Planning 
Commission expressed concerns about the proposed site plan, architectural design of future buildings on 
the site and how buildings constructed on the property line would affect residential use to the north. They 
asked the applicant to submit a site plan with elevations. Further, the Planning Commission directed staff 
to ascertain how a change in designation might affect 1323 South Central Avenue, a property owned by a 
third part that was included in the original request. The owner of this parcel had objected, via mail, to the 
inclusion of his property in the Re-Zoning request.   
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At the Planning Commission Meeting of February 14, 2007, the applicant submitted preliminary site plans 
and the architectural design of future buildings. The request for a General Plan Amendment and Rezone 
of 1323 South Central Avenue was dropped.  After deliberation and public comment regarding the 
possible loss of two affordable residential units currently located at 1333 and 1325 South Central 
Avenue, the Planning Commission voted 5 to 0 (Commissioners Heinitz & White were absent) to 
recommend that the City Council amend the General Plan designation for 1333 and 1325 South Central 
Avenue from Eastside Residential (ER) to General Commercial (GC) and Rezone from RE-1, Single 
Family Residence Eastside to C-2, Neighborhood Commercial.  
Negative Declaration 
As part of this project and in order to fulfill the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), staff 
prepared an Initial Study to review and assess impacts. This project was found to have no impacts that 
could be found significant if not mitigated via normal conditions of development. Staff sent the proposed 
Negative Declaration to various agencies for review, and published, and posted our intent to issue a 
Negative Declaration for the required 30-day period, (from Tuesday October 17th through Wednesday 
November 11, 2006). Staff received comments from San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District 
(SJVAPCD) that will be incorporated into the building permit process. In conclusion, staff finds that the 
proposed project meets requirements and is therefore exempt from further review under CEQA. Negative 
Declaration 06-03 adequately addresses potential environmental impacts that could occur as result of 
this project. No significant impacts are anticipated and no mitigation measures have been required. 
 
B. Lodi Memorial Hospital 
The second part of this request is by Lodi Memorial Hospital to amend the General Plan designation for a 
portion of the site (existing residential properties) from LDR, Low Density Residential to Office and 
Zoning designations for the hospital (R-C-P) and residential properties (R-2) they own to PD, Planned 
Development. As part of this project and in order to fulfill the California Environmental Quality Act 
(CEQA), staff prepared an Initial Study to review and assess impacts. This project was found to have no 
impacts that could be found significant if not mitigated via normal conditions of development. Staff sent 
the proposed Negative Declaration to various agencies for review and published, and posted our intent to 
issue a Negative Declaration for the required 30-day period, (from Tuesday January 2nd, 2007 through 
Friday February 9th, 2007). In conclusion, staff finds that the proposed project meets requirements and is 
therefore exempt from further review under CEQA. Negative Declaration 06-04 adequately addresses 
potential environmental impacts that could occur as a result of this project. No significant impacts are 
anticipated and no mitigation measures have been required. Staff received comments from San Joaquin 
Valley Air Pollution Control District (SJVAPCD) and California Transportation Department District 10 
(Caltrans). The concerns of the San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District (SJVAPCD) are 
addressed via normal requirements of development. Caltrans asked for more traffic information to 
determine impact to Kettleman Lane (State Route 12). When this additional traffic information was 
provided to Caltrans, it showed minimal impact to Kettleman Lane and Caltrans sent a letter withdrawing 
any concerns with the project. 
 
At the Planning Commission Meeting of February 28, 2007, the Commission recommended to the City 
Council that it approve Negative Declaration 06-43 as adequate environmental documentation for the 
proposal. 
 
General Plan Amendment  
This project includes a request to amend the General Plan for a portion of the site (existing residential 
properties) from LDR, Low Density Residential to Office. The change in General Plan designation will 
enable the applicant to expand the current hospital facilities and services.  Because of anticipated 
parking shortage in the short term as a result of the South Wing Addition, the Hospital proposes to 
remove residential buildings it owns and use the lots for surface parking. The use of residential lots for 
surface parking will aid traffic flow, vehicular access points, and include landscape modifications to 
facilitate the safe construction of the new facilities. At the Planning Commission Meeting of February 28, 
2007, the Commission considered the request by Lodi Memorial Hospital to amend the General Plan 
designation. After public input concerning traffic and potential parking problems, the Planning 
Commission voted 5 to 0 (Commissioner White was absent and Commissioner Kiser had to recuse 
himself due to possible conflict of interest) to recommend that the City Council amend the General Plan 
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designation for 1201, 1139, 1133, 1127, 1121, and 1115 W. Cardinal Street from Low Density Residential 
to Office. 
 
Rezone 
The applicant, Lodi Memorial Hospital, requested to change Zoning designations for the hospital (R-C-P) 
and residential properties (R-2) they own to PD, Planned Development. The City of Lodi’s Zoning 
Ordinances requires a minimum of ten acres in order to establish a Planned Zone District. In this case, 
the subject property measures 17.56 acres in area. The change in Zoning designation would allow the 
applicant to expand the current hospital facilities and services they offer.  The change in zoning from 
Residential Professional Office (R-C-P) and Single Family Residential (R-2) to PD will allow the use of 
structures in the project area as specifically permitted in §§17.33.040 Permitted Uses of the City’s 
Ordinances and the approval of the Development Plan will enable the applicant the flexibility to propose 
their own development criteria, which includes setbacks, heights, lot coverage and other land use issues 
as defined in §§ 17.33 Planned Development District (P-D) of the City’s Ordinances. 
 
The project will be constructed within the existing boundaries of the hospital property. There are eight 
residential parcels located on the south side of Cardinal Street that back up to the hospital property.  The 
hospital has purchased six of these houses and proposed to incorporate these properties into the project 
and will utilize the land for additional parking and for a landscaped buffer along Cardinal Street. The two 
houses not owned by the Hospital are not part of any Rezone request or Development Plan. The 
proposed expansion is planned to be completed in three phases. The initial phase will consist of the 
construction of the new South Wing Addition, Central Utility Plant and surface parking lot.  
 
The proposed four-story addition to the existing hospital building is intended to meet current seismic 
standards and the growing healthcare needs of the community. The existing hospital contains 147,347 
square feet of building area and 107-beds in a three-story structure.  The Phase One expansion will add 
a new south wing that will add 131,229 square feet of building area and accommodate 90 beds.  Once 
completed, the hospital will have a total of 362,082 square feet and 157-beds.  (The total number of beds 
reflects the removal of 28-beds in the existing west hospital wing due to seismic requirements and an 
additional 12 beds lost elsewhere due to the remodeling). The South Wing addition consists of a major 4 
story addition. The first floor of this addition will provide for a new Emergency Department, Urgent Care 
Clinic and front entry to the entire Hospital. The Emergency Department provides for an ambulance 
entrance off South Fairmont consistent with the existing ambulance entry. The remaining three floors will 
consist of a 30 bed Medical/Surgical Nursing Care Unit. The project will also include the construction of a 
new 14,506 square-foot, two-story central plant adjacent to the hospital that will house the mechanical 
equipment, utilities and other support equipment for the hospital.  The proposed Central Utility Plant will 
support the utility needs of the new South Wing Addition and future development of the campus in latter 
phases. The proposed Central Plant is a two-story 14,506 sq. ft. unmanned utility building scheduled for 
completion in November 2008.  As part of the first phase of the project, the hospital will also expand their 
parking lot by removing six single-family residences and replacing them with parking and landscaping. 
The use of residential lots for surface parking will aid traffic flow, vehicular access points, and include 
landscape modifications to facilitate the safe construction of the new facilities.  The major aspect of the 
parking related construction is the reconfiguration of the traffic flow pattern, which would relocate the 
main vehicular access to the Hospital from South Fairmont Avenue to Ham Lane. 
 
The second phase of the construction will be internal and external projects to support future community 
growth and seismic requirements. The seismic upgrade will strengthen both structural and non-structural 
elements within the existing facilities. These upgrades are mandated by California law and must be 
completed within a specific time frame, some by 2013. The internal construction will constitute expansion 
of dietary support facilities and the pharmacy to support the growing patient needs. The last component 
of the second phase is construction of a Parking Structure.  
 
The last phase of the proposed project will be executed by 2030 and will include several additional major 
growth projects as mandated by the California Hospital Seismic Safety Act, which calls for all acute care 
functions to be in buildings of a higher seismic performance standard by 2030. The projects proposed on 
the last phase are Hospital Expansion, Phase 2, which would relocate most other acute care areas still 
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contained in existing hospital space; construction of a Medical Office Building, which is expected to meet 
continuing community growth and to meet demands of more services moving to the outpatient setting; 
and construction of an Administrative Office Building, which is needed to increase the service capacity of 
the hospital. It is expected that the new Administrative Office Building will function as an addition to 
and/or replacement of current office space located in the Conrad Building. Finally, construction of a 
parking structure, which is expected to provide additional on-site parking as other buildings growth 
consumes surface parking.  
 
The change in zoning from Residential Professional Office (R-C-P) and Single Family Residential (R-2) to 
PD, Planned Development provides the flexibility for applicants to design their own development criteria. 
This includes setbacks, heights, lot coverage and other land use issues. The proposed buildings in this 
Planned Development are very similar to existing structures on the site. The New Lodi Memorial South 
Wing Addition is a 4-story structure composed of 7 basic materials. They include fawn (brown) colored 
stucco, fawn (brown) cultured stone veneer, Lee-Ivory colored textured finish metal panels, sea-green 
colored smooth finish metal panels, sea green color corrugated metal panels, Champaign-gold colored 
smooth finish metal panels, and Solex green colored (subtle green tint) low-e glass with matching 
spandrel glass. The ground level will have fawn (brown) colored stucco walls with fawn colored stone 
veneer accent walls near key entrances and along the lower eight feet of the exterior wall. Also on the 
ground floor, the new main entry canopy will be clad in champaign-gold smooth finish metal panels. The 
second and third levels, the stair towers, and elevator towers will be clad in lee-ivory colored textured 
metal panels. The fourth level and roof parapet, will be clad in sea-green colored smooth finish metal 
panels.   Lastly, sun-shades and other exterior metal elements, including a corrugated metal mechanical 
screen located on the roof, will also be painted sea-green to match the sea-green metal panels. 
 
The New Lodi Memorial Central Plant Building is a 2-story structure composed of three basic materials. 
The materials are, fawn (brown) colored stucco, sea-green colored smooth finish metal panels, and sea 
green color corrugated metal panels/louvers. The lower level will have fawn (brown) colored stucco walls 
with metal doors painted to match the stucco. The ground level will also have a few metal elements 
including a cooling tower screen enclosure with corrugated metal panels over a metal supporting frame 
structure, and a metal exterior exit stair, both painted sea-green. The upper level of the building will be 
clad with sea-green colored smooth finish metal panels and metal louvers also painted sea-green. Lastly, 
a sea-green painted corrugate metal mechanical screen will be located on the roof. 
 
The landscaping plan is consistent with the existing landscape. The landscape plan on the southern part 
of the campus along Cardinal Street is provided to further separate residences to the south from the 
Hospital. The 6-foot solid screening wall on Cardinal Street maintains a 20-foot setback. Further 
landscaping is provided throughout the campus to enhance its appearance. 
 
Summary 
Consider both projects together for potential actions. 

1. Approve the following Negative Declarations: 
a. Negative Declaration 06-03 for the General Plan Amendment and change in Zoning for the 

Gini Project (expansion of auto-related businesses). 
b. Approve Negative Declaration 06-04 for the General Plan Amendment and change in 

Zoning for the Lodi Memorial Hospital Project (new south wing addition and other related 
facilities). 

2. Amend the General Plan designation for 1333 and 1325 South Central Avenue from Eastside 
Residential to General Commercial (Gini Project) and for 1201, 1139, 1133, 1127, 1121, and 
1115 W. Cardinal Street from Low Density Residential to Office (Lodi Memorial Hospital project). 

 
State law allows only four General Plan Amendments a year. Since these two projects are similar 
in nature and involve requests to change General Plan designations, staff has combined them 
into a single General Plan Amendment. There is no restriction in State law as to the number of 
separate changes (text or map) in a single General Plan Amendment, 
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3. Rezone 1333 and 1325 S. Central Ave. from RE-1, Single Family Residential Eastside to C-2, 
General Commercial. 

4. Rezone 975, 999, 1031South Fairmont; 1200 W. Vine Street; 1201, 1139, 1133, 1127, 1121, and 
1115 W. Cardinal Street from (R-C-P) Residential-Commercial-Professional Office and (R-2) 
Residence District to (PD) Planned Development and approve Development Plan. 

 
 
 
FISCAL IMPACT: N/A  
 
 
FUNDING: N/A 
 
   _______________________________ 
    Randy Hatch  
    Community Development Director  
 
 
Attachments:  Planning Commission Staff Reports 
                       Draft Resolutions 
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Existing General Plan Designations
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Existing Zoning Ordinance Designations
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Site Plan

Building A

Building B
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South Elevation Building A
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North Elevation Building A
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East and West Elevations Building A
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West and East Elevations Building B
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South and North Elevations Building B
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Building A Floor Plan
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Building B Floor Plan
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1.   Project Title:   Kenneth Gini Rezoning and General Plan Amendment 
Request 

       
 
2. Lead Agency Name   City of Lodi 

and Address:    Department of Community Development 
221 West Pine Street 
Lodi, CA 95240 

 
3. Contact Person and   Mr. Peter Pirnejad, Planning Manager 

Telephone Number:   209-333-6711 
 

4.  Project Location:   The subject properties are located in the City of Lodi, County 
of San Joaquin.  The properties are located at 1323, 1325 and 
1333 South Central Avenue.  (APN 047-270-10), (APN  047-
270-11) and (APN 047-10).  See location map.  

 
 
5.  Project Sponsor’s   Mr. Kenneth J. Gini  

Name and Address:   1325 S. Central Ave. 
Lodi, CA 95240 

 
6. General Plan Designation and Zoning: 
 The City of Lodi General Plan land use designation of the 

project site is ER, Eastside Residential.  The zoning is RE-1, 
residential eastside-single family. 

 
7. Description of Project:  The applicant is requesting a change in the General Plan and 

Zoning designation of the three properties from residential to 
commercial.  The G.P. designation change requested is from 
ER, eastside residential to GC, general commercial.  The 
zoning change requested is from RE-1, residential eastside 
single-family to C-2, general commercial. 
 
The applicant owns a total of 4 parcels adjacent at the corner of 
Central Ave. and Kettleman Lane.  Two of the properties front 
on Kettleman lane and have a commercial zoning.  One of 
these properties contains a single family house and one 
contains a small commercial building. The two subject 
properties that front on Central Ave. are zoned residential and 
contain a single-family residence and a duplex.  The third 
property (1333 S. Central) included in this request is owned by 
another party and currently is used as a driveway serving 
several adjacent properties.  Mr. Gini would like to have the 3 
Central Ave. properties rezoned commercial so that he can 
incorporate them with his Kettleman Lane commercial 
properties to form a single larger commercial property.  This 
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will permit the property to be developed with a commercial 
building and allow sufficient room for parking and 
landscaping.   

 
 

The following environmental topics are addressed in this IS: 
A. Land Use, Agriculture and Planning Policy 
B. Traffic and Circulation 
C. Air Quality 
D. Noise 
E. Cultural and Paleontological Resources 
F. Geology, Soils and Seismicity 
G. Hydrology and Water Quality 
H. Biological Resources 
I. Hazards and Hazardous Materials 
J. Utilities 
K. Public Services 
L. Visual Resources 
M. Energy 

 
Significant Impacts 
Under CEQA, a significant impact on the environment is 
defined as: a substantial, or potentially substantial, adverse 
change in any of the physical conditions within the area affected 
by the project including land, air, water, minerals, flora, fauna, 
ambient noise and objects of historic or aesthetic significance. 
Implementation of the proposed project has no significantly 
adverse environmental impacts in the areas listed below. 
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Location Map 1. 
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SITE PLAN MAP 2. 
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Environmental Factors Potentially Affected: 
 
The environmental factors checked below would be potentially affected by this project, involving at least 
one impact that is a “Potentially Significant Impact” as indicated by the checklist on the following pages. 
 
 Aesthetics  

  Biological Resources  
  Hazards & Hazardous Materials   Hydrology/Water Quality
  Mineral Resources 
  Public Services 
  Utilities/Service Systems 

  Agricultural Resources 
  Cultural Resources 

   Land Use/Planning 
  Noise 
  Recreation 
  Mandatory Findings of  

 Significance 

  Air Quality 
  Geology/Soils 

  Population/Housing 
  Transportation/Traffic 

 
Determination.  

On the basis of this initial evaluation: 
 

⌧ I find that the proposed project COULD NOT have a significant effect on the environment, and a 
NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared. 

 
 I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, there 

will not be a significant effect in this case because revisions in the project have been made by or 
agreed to by the project proponent.  A MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be 
prepared. 

 
 I find that the proposed project MAY have a significant effect on the environment, and an 

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required. 
 

 I find that the proposed project MAY have a “potentially significant impact” or “potentially 
significant unless mitigated” impact on the environment, but at least one effect 1) has been 
adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to applicable legal standards, and 2) has been 
addressed by mitigation measures based on the earlier analysis as described on attached sheets.  An 
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required, but it must analyze only the effects that 
remain to be addressed. 

 
 I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, because 

all potentially significant effects (a) have been analyzed adequately in an earlier EIR or NEGATIVE 
DECLARATION pursuant to applicable standards, and (b) have been avoided or mitigated pursuant 
to that earlier EIR or NEGATIVE DECLARATION, including revisions or mitigation measures that 
are imposed upon the proposed project, nothing further is required. 

 
 

___________________________________________ _________________________________ 
Signature    Date 

 
___________________________________________ _________________________________ 
Printed Name   For 
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  Potentially 
Significant 
Impact 

Potentially 
Significant 
Unless 
Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact 

No 
Impact 

I. AESTHETICS.  Would the project:    
 

    

a) Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista? 
 

   ⌧ 
b) Substantially damage scenic resources, including, but not 

limited to, trees, rock outcroppings, and historic buildings 
within a State scenic highway?  

 

   ⌧ 

c) Substantially degrade the existing visual character or 
quality of the site and its surroundings?  

 

  ⌧  

d) Create a new source of substantial light or glare which 
would adversely affect day or nighttime views in the area? 

 

  ⌧  

 
a) Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista? 
 

The proposed project would not have adverse impact on the scenic vista.  The area is already 
developed with a variety of urban structures structures. 

 
b) Substantially damage scenic resources, including, but not limited to, trees, rock outcroppings, and 

historic buildings within a State scenic highway? 
 

The proposed project would not damage any scenic resources, as the proposed project is not 
located within the vicinity of a state scenic highway and the site is developed with minimal scenic 
value. There would be no impact. 

 
c) Substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of the site and its surroundings? 
 

The proposed project would not have an adverse effect on the existing visual character or quality 
of the site and its surroundings. Future development will replace residential structures with 
commercial buildings.  Any new project will be reviewed by the City’s Site Plan and Architectural 
Review Committee (SPARC). SPARC will address issues such as the appearance of the buildings, 
landscaping, fencing etc. to assure that the project is aesthetically appropriate for the 
neighborhood. 

 
d) Create a new source of substantial light or glare which would adversely affect day or nighttime 

views in the area?   
 

The proposed project would have less than significant impact since lighting is subject to SPARC 
review and low level or shielded lightings for building and parking lot lighting will be  required to 
assure that they will not shine on adjacent residential properties..  
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 Potentially 
Significant 
Impact 

Potentially 
Significant 
Unless 
Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact 

No 
Impact 

II. AGRICULTURAL RESOURCES.  In determining whether 
impacts to agricultural resources are significant 
environmental effects, lead agencies may refer to the 
California Agricultural Land Evaluation and Site Assessment 
Model (1997) prepared by the California Dept. of 
Conservation as an optional model to use in assessing 
impacts on agriculture and farmland.  Would the project: 

 

    

a) Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland 
of Statewide Importance (Farmland), as shown on the 
maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland Mapping and 
Monitoring Program of the California Resources Agency, 
to a non-agricultural use?  

 

   ⌧ 

b) Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a 
Williamson Act contract?  

 

   ⌧ 

c) Involve other changes in the existing environment which, 
due to their location or nature, could result in conversion 
of Farmland to non-agricultural use?  

 

   ⌧ 

a) Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance (Farmland), as 
shown on the maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program of the 
California Resources Agency, to a non-agricultural use? 

 
The current project site is not zoned for agricultural purposes and is currently developed with 
residential uses. The area is urbanized and not in agricultural use. 

 
b) Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a Williamson Act contract? 
 

The subject property is not zoned for agricultural use, nor is it under a Williamson Act contract. 
Therefore, no impact would occur as a result of the proposed project. 

 
c) Involve other changes in the existing environment which, due to their location or nature, could 

result in conversion of Farmland to non-agricultural use? 
 

See checklist Items II a. and II b. above. The project site is not in agricultural land, nor is it 
located immediately adjacent to active agricultural land. Furthermore, the project site is 
surrounded by existing urban structures. Therefore, the proposed project would not involve 
changes that could result in the conversion of farmland to a non-agricultural use and no impact 
would result. 
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 Potentially 
Significant 
Impact 

Potentially 
Significant 
Unless 
Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact 

No 
Impact 

III. AIR QUALITY.  Where available, the significance criteria 
established by the applicable air quality management or air 
pollution control district may be relied upon to make the 
following determinations.  Would the project: 

 

    

a) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable 
air quality plan?  

 

  ⌧  

b) Violate any air quality standard or contribute substantially 
to an existing or projected air quality violation?  

 

  ⌧  

c) Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any 
criteria pollutant for which the project region is non-
attainment under an applicable federal or State ambient air 
quality standard (including releasing emissions which 
exceed quantitative thresholds for ozone precursors)?  

 

   ⌧ 

d) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant 
concentrations?  

 

  ⌧  

e) Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number 
of people?  

 
 

  ⌧  

a) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan? 
 

The City of Lodi is within the jurisdiction of the San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control 
District (SJVAPCD), which regulates air quality in the San Joaquin Valley. The SJVAPCD has 
prepared and implements specific plans to meet the applicable laws, regulations and programs, 
including the 1991 Air Quality Attainment Plan (AQAP). In addition, the SJVAPCD has 
developed the Guide for Assessing and Mitigating Air Quality Impacts (Guide) to help lead 
agencies in the evaluating the significance of air quality impacts. 
 
In formulating its compliance strategies, the SJVAPCD relies on planned land uses established 
by local general plans. When a project proposes to change planned uses assumed in an adopted 
plan by requesting a general plan amendment, the project may depart from the assumption used 
to formulate the plans of the SJVAPCD in such way that cumulative results of incremental 
change may hamper or prevent the SJVAPCD from achieving its goals. Land use patterns 
influence transportation needs, and motor vehicles are the primary source of air pollution. As 
stated in the Guide, projects proposed in jurisdictions with general plans that are consistent with 
the SJVAPCD’s AQAP and projects that conform to those general plans would not create 
significant cumulative air quality impacts. 

 
The rezoning request will change the zoning from residential to commercial.  This will permit 
the properties to be developed with commercial uses.  The three subject properties only total 
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18,300 square feet in size.  Even when added to the applicant’s two other properties, the total is 
less then an acre.  Any commercial use of the property will be relatively small in size and will 
not generate a significant amount of air pollutants.  Vehicular traffic entering or exiting the 
property would be the most likely source of additional air emissions.  Based on a 10,000 square 
foot auto care facility, the property would generate less than 350 trips per day.  This would be 
less than 1% of the existing traffic volume on Kettleman Lane. Therefore, the proposed project 
would not conflict with the applicable clean air plan. No impacts. 

 
b) Violate any air quality standard or contribute substantially to an existing or projected air quality 

violation? 
 

The City of Lodi is within the jurisdiction of the SJVAPCD, which regulates air quality in the 
San Joaquin Valley. The EPA designated the entire San Joaquin Valley as non-attainment for 
two pollutants: ozone and particle matter. More recently, on April 24, 2004, the EPA 
reclassified the San Joaquin Valley ozone non-attainment area from its previous severe status to 
“extreme” at the request of the San Joaquin Air Pollution Control District Board. On December 
17, 2004, EPA took action to designate attainment and non-attainment areas under the more 
protective national air quality standards for fine particles or PM2.5. 
 
Levels of PM10 in the San Joaquin Valley currently exceed California Clean Air Act standards; 
therefore, the area is considered a non-attainment area for this pollutant relative to the State 
standards. PM10 levels monitored at the Stockton-Hazelton Street ambient air quality monitoring 
station, the closest monitoring station with PM10 data, exceeded the State’s standard at three 
times per year in 2003 and 2004. The standard was exceeded ten times in 2002. No exceedances 
of the State or federal CO standards have been recorded at any of the region’s monitoring 
stations in the last three years. The San Joaquin Valley is currently considered a maintenance 
area for State and federal CO standards. 
 
The District adopted an Ozone Attainment Demonstration Plan (2004) and a PM10 Attainment 
Demonstration Plan (2003). In addition, to meet California Clean Air Act requirements, the 
District adopted the California Clean Air Act Triennial Progress Report and Plan Revision 
1997-1999, adopted in 2001 to address the California ozone standard. A broad range of actions 
to improve air quality are set forth in the adopted plans to reduce CO, O3 precursor emissions, 
and particulate matter. Generally, the State standards for these pollutants are more stringent than 
the national standards. Each district plan is to achieve a 5 percent annual reduction average 3 
consecutive 3-year periods, in district-wide emissions of each nonattainment pollutant or its 
precursors. Exceedances of air quality standards occur primarily during meteorological 
conditions conducive to high pollution levels, such as cold, windless winter nights or  hot, 
sunny summer afternoons. 
 
The City will require the applicant to comply with dust and particulate reduction measures 
during construction or grading on the site.  These standards (Regulation VIII, Fugitive PM10 
Prohibitions) are rules adopted by the San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District 
(District) and are designed to reduce air quality impacts during construction projects.  They 
include various measures to reduce PM10 by utilizing best practices methods during the 
construction process.  The City will require the applicant to adhere to these rules; therefore, less 
than significant impact. 
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c) Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for which the project 

region is non-attainment under an applicable federal or State ambient air quality standard 
(including releasing emissions which exceed quantitative thresholds for ozone precursors)?  

 
See discussion under Check List Item III.a. and III.b. above. For any project that does not 
individually have operational air quality impacts, the determination of a significant cumulative 
impact should be based on the evaluation of the project’s consistency with the general plan and 
the general plan with regional air quality plan.   Although the project will involve a General 
Plan change from residential to commercial, the project size is less than one acre and no 
significant air quality issues willresult. 

 
d) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations? 
 

The SJVAPCD defines sensitive receptors as facilities that house or attract children, the elderly, 
people with illnesses, or others who are especially sensitive to the effects of air pollutants. 
Hospitals, schools, convalescent facilities, and residential areas are examples of sensitive 
receptors. However, due to the small size of the proposed project and the estimated amount of 
daily vehicle trips, it qualifies for what is known as a Small Project Analysis Level. No 
quantification of ozone precursor emissions is needed for such projects. 

 
e) Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people? 
 

The rezoning project will not produce objectionable odors as identified by SJVAPCD. 
 

 Potentially 
Significant 
Impact 

Potentially 
Significant 
Unless 
Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact 

No 
Impact 

IV. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES.  Would the project: 
 

    

a) Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or 
through habitat modifications, on any species identified as 
a candidate, sensitive, or special status species in local or 
regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by the 
California Department of Fish and Game or U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service?  

 

   ⌧ 

b) Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat 
or other sensitive natural community identified in local or 
regional plans, policies, regulations or by the California 
Department of Fish and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service?  

 

   ⌧ 
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 Potentially 
Significant 
Impact 

Potentially 
Significant 
Unless 
Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact 

No 
Impact 

c) Have a substantial adverse effect on federally protected 
wetlands as defined by Section 404 of the Clean Water 
Act (including, but not limited to, marsh, vernal pool, 
coastal, etc.) Through direct removal, filling, hydrological 
interruption, or other means?  

 

   ⌧ 

d) Interfere substantially with the movement of any native 
resident or migratory fish or wildlife species or with 
established native resident or migratory wildlife corridors, 
or impede the use of native wildlife nursery sites?  

 

   ⌧ 

e) Conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting 
biological resources, such as a tree preservation policy or 
ordinance?  

 

   ⌧ 

f) Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat 
Conservation Plan, Natural Community Conservation Plan 
or other approved local, regional, or State habitat 
conservation plan?  

 

   ⌧ 

a) Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through habitat modifications, on any species 
identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special status species in local or regional plans, policies, or 
regulations, or by the California Department of Fish and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service? 

 
The proposed project will not have adverse effect to the environment, nor will it affect any 
natural habitat. There are already structures built on the proposed site. Thus, rezoning it will not 
have an adverse environmental effect on any natural lands. 

 
b) Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or other sensitive natural community 

identified in local or regional plans, policies, regulations or by the California Department of Fish 
and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service? 

 
According to San Joaquin county Multi-Species habitat Conservation and Open Space Plan, the 
subject property does not contain any riparian habitat or other sensitive natural communities. No 
impact would result. 

 
c) Have a substantial adverse effect on federally protected wetlands as defined by Section 404 of the 

Clean Water Act (including, but not limited to, marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.) Through direct 
removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or other means? 

 
According to San Joaquin county Multi-Species habitat Conservation and Open Space Plan, the 
subject property does not contain any protected wetlands, vernal pools or waters regulated by 
Section 404 of the Clean Water Act. No impact would result. 
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d) Interfere substantially with the movement of any native resident or migratory fish or wildlife 
species or with established native resident or migratory wildlife corridors, or impede the use of 
native wildlife nursery sites? 

 
The subject properties are fully developed and surrounded by urbanized areas. Thus, no impact 
would occur. 

 
 
e) Conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources, such as a tree 

preservation policy or ordinance? 
 

The City of Lodi General Plan (Conservation Element) includes goals and policies intended to 
protect sensitive native vegetation and wildlife habitats. Goals E, Policy 2 in the General Plan 
Conservation element refers to the City of Lodi’s regulation of “heritage tree” removal. The 
proposed project would not result in the removal of any  heritage trees. Thus, no impact would 
result. 

 
f) Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural Community 

Conservation Plan or other approved local, regional, or State habitat conservation plan? 
 

The SJCMSHCP was developed to minimize and mitigate impacts to plant and wildlife resulting 
from the loss of open space projected to occur in San Joaquin County between 2001 and 2051. 
The City of Lodi adopted the SJCMSHCP in 2001, and projects under the jurisdiction of the 
City can seek coverage under the plan. The proposed project would not conflict with the 
provisions adopted by the City since the structures are already in existence. Thus, no impact 
would result 

 

 Potentially 
Significant 
Impact 

Potentially 
Significant 
Unless 
Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact 

No 
Impact 

V. CULTURAL RESOURCES.  Would the project: 
 

    

a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance 
of a historical resource as defined in '15064.5?  

 

   ⌧ 

b) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance 
of an archaeological resource pursuant to '15064.5?  

 

   ⌧ 

c) Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological 
resource or site or unique geologic feature?  

 

   ⌧ 

d) Disturb any human remains, including those interred 
outside of formal cemeteries?  

 

   ⌧ 
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a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource as defined in 
'15064.5? 

 
This rezoning request does not posses significance necessary to be eligible for the California 
Register of Historical resources (CRHR) and the properties are currently developed with 
structures.  

 
b) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an archaeological resource pursuant to 

'15064.5?  
 

As in check list above, this request for zoning will not change archaeological resources of the 
area.  If during construction any archaeological objects are uncovered, work will be halted until 
a qualified expert can evaluate the objects and recommend mitigation measures.  

 
c) Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or unique geologic feature? 
 

No paleontological resource were previously recorded or observed on the subject property. If 
during construction any paleontological resources are uncovered, work will be halted until a 
qualified expert can examine the site and recommend mitigation measures.  

 
d) Disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of formal cemeteries? 
 

No human remains, including those interred outside of formal cemeteries, were previously 
recorded or observed on the project site. If during construction, human remains are discovered, 
appropriate steps will be take to rebury the remains in an appropriate facility. 

 
 

 Potentially 
Significant 
Impact 

Potentially 
Significant 
Unless 
Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact 

No 
Impact 

VI. GEOLOGY AND SOILS.  Would the project: 
 

    

a) Expose people or structures to potential substantial 
adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or 
death involving:  

 
i) Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated 

on the most recent Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault 
Zoning Map issued by the State Geologist for the 
area or based on other substantial evidence of a 
known fault?  Refer to Division of Mines and 
Geology Special Publication 42.  

 

   ⌧ 

ii) Strong seismic ground shaking?  
 

  ⌧  
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 Potentially 
Significant 
Impact 

Potentially 
Significant 
Unless 
Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact 

No 
Impact 

iii) Seismic-related ground failure, including 
liquefaction?  

 

  ⌧  

iv) Landslides?  
 

   ⌧ 
b) Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil?  
 

  ⌧  
c) Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or 

that would become unstable as a result of the project, 
and potentially result in on- or off-site landslide, lateral 
spreading, subsidence, liquefaction or collapse?  

 

   ⌧ 

d) Be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 18-1-
B of the Uniform Building Code (1994), creating 
substantial risks to life or property?  

 

   ⌧ 

e) Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use 
of septic tanks or alternative waste water disposal 
systems where sewers are not available for the disposal 
of waste water?  

 

   ⌧ 

a) Expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse effects, including the risk of loss, 
injury, or death involving:  i) Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated on the most recent 
Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Map issued by the State Geologist for the area or based on 
other substantial evidence of a known fault?  Refer to Division of Mines and Geology Special 
Publication 42; ii)Strong seismic ground shaking; iii)Seismic-related ground failure, including 
liquefaction; iv)Landslides? 

 
I. According to the City of Lodi’s General Plan, no earthquake faults underlie the City of Lodi. 

However, according to geographical survey prepared by Klienfelder in January 20061, the 
nearest Seismic source Type A fault is mapped greater than 9.32 miles from the project site 
and the nearest Seismic Source Type B fault it mapped greater than 6.21 miles from the 
project site. Therefore, the potential for fault rupture at the sites is negligible, and no portions 
of the sites are located within an Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zone. The closest known 
active faults to the project sites is the Clayton-Marsh Creek-Greenville fault, located 
approximately 36 miles to the southwest. The closest fault considered potentially capable of 
surface fault rupture is Segment 7 of the Great Valley fault located about 26 miles to the 
southwest of the project site. 

 
II. Ground shaking is a general term referring to all aspects of motion of the earth’s surface 

resulting from an earthquake, and is normally the major cause of damage in seismic events. 
As with much of California, the City of Lodi is subject to earthquake damage. No faults are 

                                                      
1 . Geotechnical Services Report.  
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known to cross the GP area; however, ground shaking from an earthquake outside of the GP 
area may cause damage to structures. 

 
III. Liquefaction is the temporary transformation of loose, saturated granular sediments from a 

solid state to a liquefied state as a result of seismic ground shaking. In the process the soil 
undergoes a temporary loss of strength, which commonly causes ground displacement or 
ground failure to occur. Since saturated soils are a necessary condition for liquefaction, soil 
layers in areas where the groundwater table is near the surface have higher liquefaction 
potential than those in which the water table is located at greater depths.  

 
Based on the soil boring results, the project site would be suitable for implementation of the 
proposed project given its incorporation of specific project design and construction The 
potential for an earthquake with the capability of promoting liquefaction is a possibility 
during the design life of the project. However, since the subgrade soils encountered during 
soil boring are generally medium dense silts, sands and clays and groundwater is about 40 
feet below the site grade, the potential for liquefaction is considered to be low. 

 
IV. The subject property, as well as the area surrounding the project site, is relatively flat. 

Furthermore, the project site is surrounded predominately by existing urban development. 
Due to the developed nature and topographic features of the site and surrounding area, the 
potential for landslides is considered remote. No impact would result from the 
implementation of the proposed project. 

b) Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil?  
 

The proposed project merely seeks rezoning so as to permit the premises to be used for general 
commercial purposes. However, there is a possibility that any future construction that would 
require grading, excavation and trenching could possibly result in less than significant top soil 
erosion.  

 
c) Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or that would become unstable as a result of 

the project, and potentially result in on- or off-site landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence, 
liquefaction or collapse? 

 
Based on Checklist Item V a.III and VI a.IV, the project site is stable and suitable for the 
proposed project. 

 
d) Be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 18-1-B of the Uniform Building Code (1994), 

creating substantial risks to life or property? 
 

Expansive clay-rich swell when wet and shrink when dry, which can cause substantial damage to 
foundations, concrete slabs and pavement sections.  Since there is already existing structures on 
the premises, the subject properties do not contain expansive soils. Thus, there would not be an 
impact. 
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e) Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of septic tanks or alternative waste water 
disposal systems where sewers are not available for the disposal of waste water? 

 
The proposed project would be served by the City of Lodi wastewater system. Therefore, there 
would be no related impact to septic tanks or alternative wastewater disposal systems. 

 

 
 Potentially 

Significant 
Impact 

Potentially 
Significant 
Unless 
Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact 

No 
Impact 

VII. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS.  
Would the project: 

 

    

a) Create a significant hazard to the public or the 
environment through the routine transport, use, or 
disposal of hazardous materials?  

 

  ⌧  

b) Create a significant hazard to the public or the 
environment through reasonably foreseeable upset and 
accident conditions involving the release of hazardous 
materials into the environment?  

 

  ⌧  

c) Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely 
hazardous materials, substances, or waste within one-
quarter mile of an existing or proposed school?  

 

   ⌧ 

d) Be located on a site which is included on a list of 
hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to 
Government Code Section 65962.5 and, as a result, 
would it create a significant hazard to the public or the 
environment?  

 

   ⌧ 

e) For a project located within an airport land use plan or, 
where such a plan has not been adopted, within two 
miles of a public airport or public use airport, would the 
project result in a safety hazard for people residing or 
working in the project area?  

 

   ⌧ 

f) For a project located within the vicinity of a private 
airstrip, would the project result in a safety hazard for 
people residing or working in the project area?  

 

   ⌧ 

g) Impair implementation of or physically interfere with an 
adopted emergency response plan or emergency 
evacuation plan?  

 

   ⌧ 
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 Potentially 

Significant 
Impact 

Potentially 
Significant 
Unless 
Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact 

No 
Impact 

h) Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, 
injury or death involving wildland fires, including where 
wildlands are adjacent to urbanized areas or where 
residences are intermixed with wildlands?  

 

   ⌧ 

a) Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through the routine transport, use, 
or disposal of hazardous materials? 

 
The proposed rezoning project would not result in the routine use, transport or disposal of 
hazardous materials. City of Lodi’s General Plan (EIR) identifies the San Joaquin county Office 
of Emergency Services the responsible party for clean up. Though the City of Lodi participates in 
the identification and cleanup of some of the City’s hazards, and the City Fire Department’s 
Hazardous Materials Emergency Plan outlines procedures for handling hazardous material spills, 
the project would not be used as a disposal center.  
If, as a part of a future commercial business, hazardous waste is routinely generated, the business 
will be required to comply with all local and State requirements for the safe disposal of any 
hazardous waste. 

 
b) Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through reasonably foreseeable upset 

and accident conditions involving the release of hazardous materials into the environment? 
 

At present, it is not anticipated that the proposed project would use and/or contain hazardous 
materials that would create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through the 
release of hazardous materials. Any future use of the subject property will have to be consistent 
with the Uniform Building Code and is subject to zoning regulations. The City Fire Department 
and County agencies are trained to handle hazardous material incidents. Any hazardous material 
accident will be dealt with appropriately. 

 
c) Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely hazardous materials, substances, or 

waste within one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed school? 
 

Though the subject property is located within one-quarter mile of an existing school, it is 
expected that future use would not emit hazardous emissions nor handle hazardous or acutely 
hazardous material. As stated in Check List VII c., above, future use will conform to local and 
State requirements for the use and storage of hazardous materials.  

 
d) Be located on a site which is included on a list of hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to 

Government Code Section 65962.5 and, as a result, would it create a significant hazard to the 
public or the environment? 

 
According to the State Department of Toxic Substances Control’s EnviroStor database and the 
State Water Resources Control Board GeoTracker database, the subject property is not included 
on a list of hazardous materials sites. As a result the proposed project would not create a 
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significant hazard to the public or the environment. There would be no impact associated with the 
project. 

 
e) For a project located within an airport land use plan or, where such a plan has not been adopted, 

within two miles of a public airport or public use airport, would the project result in a safety 
hazard for people residing or working in the project area? 

 
The project site is not located within an airport land use plan, nor within two miles of a public 
airport. Therefore, the project would not result in a safety hazardous for people residing or 
working in the project area. There would be no impact. 

 
f) For a project located within the vicinity of a private airstrip, would the project result in a safety 

hazard for people residing or working in the project area? 
 

The project site is not located within the vicinity of an active private airstrip. There would be no 
impact. 

 
g) Impair implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted emergency response plan or 

emergency evacuation plan? 
 

The City of Lodi’s Emergency Plan is based on San Joaquin County’s Emergency Plan. The City 
and County Plans represent a comprehensive disaster preparedness program for the area. The 
proposed project would not impair implementation of, nor physically interfere with the City or 
County’s adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan. No impact would 
result.  

 
h) Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or death involving wildland fires, 

including where wildlands are adjacent to urbanized areas or where residences are intermixed with 
wildlands? 

 
The project is located in a developed urban area and is not located adjacent to natural areas that 
would be subject to wildland fires. Therefore, no impacts would occur as a result of the proposed 
project. 

 

 Potentially 
Significant 
Impact 

Potentially 
Significant 
Unless 
Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact 

No 
Impact 

VIII. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY.  Would the 
project: 
 

    

a) Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge 
requirements?  

 

   ⌧ 

J:\Community Development\Planning\NEGDEC\2006\ND 06-03 Gini Initial Study.doc (3/30/2007)  21

chulem
203



 Potentially 
Significant 
Impact 

Potentially 
Significant 
Unless 
Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact 

No 
Impact 

b) Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere 
substantially with groundwater recharge such that there 
would be a net deficit in aquifer volume or a lowering 
of the local groundwater table level (e.g., the production 
rate of pre-existing nearby wells would drop to a level 
which would not support existing land uses or planned 
uses for which permits have been granted)?  

 

   ⌧ 

c) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the 
site or area, including through the alteration of the 
course of a stream or river, in a manner which would 
result in substantial erosion or siltation on- or off-site?  

 

   ⌧ 

d) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the 
site or area, including through the alteration of the 
course of a stream or river, or substantially increase the 
rate or amount of surface runoff in a manner which 
would result in flooding on- or off-site?  

 

   ⌧ 

e) Create or contribute runoff water which would exceed 
the capacity of existing or planned stormwater drainage 
systems or provide substantial additional sources of 
polluted runoff?  

 

   ⌧ 

f) Otherwise substantially degrade water quality?  
 

   ⌧ 
g) Place housing within a 100-year flood hazard area as 

mapped on a federal Flood Hazard Boundary or Flood 
Insurance Rate Map or other flood hazard delineation 
map?  

 

   ⌧ 

h) Place within a 100-year flood hazard area structures 
which would impede or redirect flood flows?  

 

   ⌧ 

i) Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, 
injury or death involving flooding, including flooding of 
as a result of the failure of a levee or dam?  

 

   ⌧ 

j) Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow?  
 

   ⌧ 
a) Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements? 
 

Currently, the City of Lodi draws fresh water from ground sources. Surface water is not 
currently used for human consumption in Lodi, but the City recently secured a long-term 
contract (40 years) for approximately 6,000 acre-feet of water per year from the Mokelumne 
River for municipal use. The City’s water supply primarily comes from groundwater via 26 
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municipal wells. Information related to municipal water use and the Water Supply Assessment 
is located in Section IV.J, Utilities. Due to the nature and location of the proposed project, the 
impacts associated with water quality standards and discharge would not be significant. 

 
b) Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere substantially with groundwater recharge 

such that there would be a net deficit in aquifer volume or a lowering of the local groundwater 
table level (e.g., the production rate of pre-existing nearby wells would drop to a level which would 
not support existing land uses or planned uses for which permits have been granted)? 

 
Based on the limited size of the project, water consumption will not be significantly different 
from existing uses. 

 
c) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including through the alteration 

of the course of a stream or river, in a manner which would result in substantial erosion or siltation 
on- or off-site? 

 
The subject properties are connected to the City storm drain system.  All runoff will flow into 
the City’s system.  Depending on the nature of the future development, an onsite sand and oil 
trap maybe required to filter onsite runoff.  There would be no impact.  

 
 
d) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including through the alteration 

of the course of a stream or river, or substantially increase the rate or amount of surface runoff in 
a manner which would result in flooding on- or off-site? 

 
The proposed project does not contain a stream or a river, nor is it located in proximity to a 
stream or river. The proposed project would not alter the existing drainage pattern of the area, 
nor would it substantially increase the rate or amount of surface runoff in a manner which would 
result in flooding on- or off-site. The existing storm drainage in the area is adequate to handle 
the runoff from the project. There would be no impact.  

 
e) Create or contribute runoff water which would exceed the capacity of existing or planned 

stormwater drainage systems or provide substantial additional sources of polluted runoff? 
 

Due to the nature and size of the project, it will not create or contribute runoff water that will 
significantly impact the existing storm drain system.  The existing system will have the capacity 
to accommodate development of the site. Thus, a less than significant impact would result. 

 
f) Otherwise substantially degrade water quality? 
 

The quality of surface water and groundwater in the vicinity of the project site is affected by 
past and current land uses at the site and within the watershed and the composition of geologic 
materials in the vicinity. Water quality in surface and groundwater bodies is regulated by the 
California Department of Water Resources (DWR) and the Central Valley Regional Water 
Quality Control Board (CVRWQCB), which are charged with maintaining water quality and 
reducing potential impacts to water quality within the region. In addition, as discussed in 
Checklist Item VIII.a., the project is limited in scope. Thus, it would result in no impact.  
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g) Place housing within a 100-year flood hazard area as mapped on a federal Flood Hazard 

Boundary or Flood Insurance Rate Map or other flood hazard delineation map? 
 

According to the most recent FEMA mapping, the project site is not located within the 100-year 
flood hazard zone, and therefore, placement of housing or other structures in a flood hazard zone 
would not occur under the proposed project. In addition, due to the location of the proposed 
project, the impacts associated with seiches, tsunami, and extreme high tides or sea level change 
would be considered low. Thus, no impact would occur. 

 
h) Place within a 100-year flood hazard area structures which would impede or redirect flood flows? 
 
         The project is not located with in a 100 year flood hazard zone.. No impact would result. 
 
i) Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or death involving flooding, 

including flooding of as a result of the failure of a levee or dam? 
 

The project site is not located within the vicinity of a levee, dam, or a dam inundation area. As 
such, no impact would result. 

 
j) Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow? 
 

A seiche is the tide-like rise and drop of water in a closed body of water caused by earthquake-
induced seismic shaking or strong winds. A tsunami is a series of large waves generated by a 
strong offshore earthquake or volcanic eruption. Given the substantial distance of the site from 
San Francisco Bay or the Pacific Ocean, seiche and tsunami waves would not be a threat to the 
site. The proposed project site is flat and does not have any steep slopes or hillsides that would 
be susceptible to mudflows or landslides. Therefore, no impact would occur. 

 

 Potentially 
Significant 
Impact 

Potentially 
Significant 
Unless 
Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact 

No 
Impact 

IX. LAND USE AND PLANNING.  Would the project: 
 

    

a) Physically divide an established community?  
 

   ⌧ 
b) Conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or 

regulation of an agency with jurisdiction over the project 
(including, but not limited to the general plan, specific 
plan, local coastal program, or zoning ordinance) adopted 
for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an 
environmental effect?  

 

  ⌧  

c) Conflict with any applicable habitat conservation plan or 
natural community conservation plan?  

 

   ⌧ 
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a) Physically divide an established community? 
 

The project is adjacent to existing commercial development and will be compatible with 
neighboring residential properties.  

 
b) Conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation of an agency with jurisdiction over 

the project (including, but not limited to the general plan, specific plan, local coastal program, or 
zoning ordinance) adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect? 

 
The proposed project requires a General Plan amendment. However, given the existing 
commercial uses in the area the proposed change is not unreasonable and would be consistent 
with adjacent uses.  

 
c) Conflict with any applicable habitat conservation plan or natural community conservation plan? 
 

The City of Lodi adopted the SJCMSHCP in 2001. The conservation plan was developed to 
minimize and mitigate impacts to plant and wildlife habitat resulting from the loss of open 
space. Since the proposed project is in urbanized area, it will not have an effect on the City of 
Lodi habitat conservation plan or natural community conservation plan. Thus, no impact will 
occur. 

 

 Potentially 
Significant 
Impact 

Potentially 
Significant 
Unless 
Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact 

No 
Impact 

X. MINERAL RESOURCES.   Would the project: 
 

    

a) Result in the loss of availability of a known mineral 
resource that would be of value to the region and the 
residents of the State?  

 

   ⌧ 

b) Result in the loss of availability of a locally-important 
mineral resource recovery site delineated on a local 
general plan, specific plan or other land use plan?  

 

   ⌧ 

a) Result in the loss of availability of a known mineral resource that would be of value to the region 
and the residents of the State? 

 
According to the City’s General Plan, the subject property and surrounding area are not known 
to contain regionally and/or state valued mineral resources. Therefore, implementation of the 
proposed project would not result in an impact to mineral resources. 

 
b) Result in the loss of availability of a locally-important mineral resource recovery site delineated on 

a local general plan, specific plan or other land use plan? 
 

The subject property has not been historically used for mineral extraction. In addition, the City’s 
General Plan does not identify the project site as a locally important mineral resource recovery 
site. There would be no impact. 
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 Potentially 
Significant 
Impact 

Potentially 
Significant 
Unless 
Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact 

No 
Impact 

XI. NOISE.   Would the project result in: 
 

    

a) Exposure of persons to or generation of noise levels in 
excess of standards established in the local general plan 
or noise ordinance, or applicable standards of other 
agencies?  

 

   ⌧ 

b) Exposure of persons to or generation of excessive 
ground borne vibration or ground borne noise levels?  

 

  ⌧  

c) A substantial permanent increase in ambient noise 
levels in the project vicinity above levels existing 
without the project?  

 

  ⌧  

d) A substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient 
noise levels in the project vicinity above levels existing 
without the project?  

 

  ⌧  

e) For a project located within an airport land use plan or, 
where such a plan has not been adopted, within two 
miles of a public airport or public use airport, would the 
project expose people residing or working in the project 
area to excessive noise levels?  

 

   ⌧ 

f) For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, 
would the project expose people residing or working in 
the project area to excessive noise levels?  

 

   ⌧ 

a) Exposure of persons to or generation of noise levels in excess of standards established in the local 
general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable standards of other agencies? 

 
It is not anticipated that the proposed project would include features that would result in the 
significant increase in noise levels. The City’s General Plan Noise Element outlines many goals 
and policies regarding land use and associated noise standards. Although the proposed project 
could result in an incremental increase in noise, it would not exceed the 70 dB standard, nor 
would it be located near an identified sensitive receptor outlined in General Plan. In addition, 
the project will require compliance with the City of Lodi’s noise regulations.  When it is 
determined what type of commercial development will occur on the property, appropriate design 
measures will be incorporated into the project.  This could include additional setbacks, solid 
screen fencing or reorientation of the buildings to face away from existing residences. The 
design measures would be implemented via the required Site Plan and Architectural Review of 
the project.  
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b) Exposure of persons to or generation of excessive ground borne vibration or ground borne noise 
levels? 

 
Ground borne vibrations occur when a vibration source causes soil particles to move or vibrate. 
Sources of ground borne vibrations include natural events (earthquakes, volcanic eruptions, sea 
waves, landslides, etc.) and human created events (explosions, operation of heavy machinery 
and heavy trucks, etc.). The proposed project would not involve any operations that would 
generate excessive ground borne vibrations or ground borne noise levels.  Additionally, the area 
is already exposed to traffic related ground borne vibration from passing trucks and vehicles.   

 
c) A substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above levels 

existing without the project? 
 

 The project could result in an increase in ambient noise levels in the vicinity of the project site 
when the property is developed with commercial uses. Currently the properties contain 
residences.  Any commercial use will be required to comply with the City’s Noise regulations.  It 
is anticipated that the future use of the property will be commercial uses that will operate during 
daytime hours and be closed at night.  During daytime hours, the area currently has a fairly high 
ambient noise level, primarily a result of passing vehicular traffic, particularly from Kettleman 
Lane.  It is not anticipated that the proposed project will significantly add to the ambient noise 
level.  

d) A substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above 
levels existing without the project? 

 
There will be a temporary increase in noise levels during the construction phase of the project.  
The noise will be temporary in nature and will probably be over in six months or less.  
Construction activities will be required to comply with the City’s Noise Ordinance which limits 
hours of construction and levels of noise permitted. There would be no significant impact. 

 
e) For a project located within an airport land use plan or, where such a plan has not been adopted, 

within two miles of a public airport or public use airport, would the project expose people residing 
or working in the project area to excessive noise levels? 

 
The project site is not located within an airport land use plan, or within two miles of a public 
airport or public use airport.  

 
f) For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, would the project expose people residing or 

working in the project area to excessive noise levels? 
 

There are no active private airstrips within the City of Lodi. Therefore, no impacts would occur 
as a result of the proposed project.  
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 Potentially 
Significant 
Impact 

Potentially 
Significant 
Unless 
Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact 

No 
Impact 

XII.  POPULATION AND HOUSING.  Would the project: 
 

    

a) Induce substantial population growth in an area, either 
directly (for example, by proposing new homes and 
businesses) or indirectly (for example, through extension 
of roads or other infrastructure)?  

 

   ⌧ 

b) Displace substantial numbers of existing housing, 
necessitating the construction of replacement housing 
elsewhere?  

 

  ⌧  

c) Displace substantial numbers of people, necessitating the 
construction of replacement housing elsewhere?  

 

  ⌧  

a) Induce substantial population growth in an area, either directly (for example, by proposing new 
homes and businesses) or indirectly (for example, through extension of roads or other 
infrastructure)? 

 
The proposed project would not include the construction of residential units, nor require the 
extension of roads or other infrastructure that could directly or indirectly induce substantial 
population growth. No impact would result. 

 
b) Displace substantial numbers of existing housing, necessitating the construction of replacement 

housing elsewhere? 
 

The proposed project seeks to rezone two residential properties into commercial zones. If 
developed with commercial uses, the existing residences will be removed. The removal of two 
residential units will not significantly impact the City’s housing stock.   

 
c) Displace substantial numbers of people, necessitating the construction of replacement housing 

elsewhere? 
 

Refer to discussion in XII b. 
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 Potentially 
Significant 
Impact 

Potentially 
Significant 
Unless 
Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact 

No 
Impact 

XIII. PUBLIC SERVICES.  
 

    

a) Would the project result in substantial adverse physical 
impacts associated with the provision of new or 
physically altered governmental facilities, need for new 
or physically altered governmental facilities, the 
construction of which could cause significant 
environmental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable 
service ratios, response times or other performance 
objectives for any of the public services:  

 
 

 

  ⌧  

b) Fire protection?  
 

  ⌧  
c) Police protection?  

 
  ⌧  

d) Schools?  
 

   ⌧ 
e) Parks?  
 

   ⌧ 
f) Other public facilities?  
 

 

   ⌧ 

a) Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of 
new or physically altered governmental facilities, need for new or physically altered governmental 
facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental impacts, in order to 
maintain acceptable service ratios, response times or other performance objectives for any of the 
public services: Fire protection, police protection, schools, parks, other public facilities? 

 
Due to the nature of the proposed project, future use of the site will not result in substantial 
adverse impacts relatively to governmental facilities.  

 
b) Fire protection? 

 
The City of Lodi Fire Department would provide fire service to the project site. The Fire 
Department has four fire stations located within the City. The City’s fire protection and 
established service ratios are based on the full build-out of the City’s General Plan. Given that 
the proposed project would be consistent with overall developed area within the General Plan, 
the project would not involve new or more impacts to fire protection services than those already 
projected by that document. Impacts would be less than significant. 
 

 
c) Police protection? 
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The City of Lodi Police Department would provide law enforcement services to the project site. 
Given that the proposed project already is served by the City of Lodi Police department, it 
would not need or involve new police protection. There will be no impact.  

 
d) Schools? 
 

The proposed project would require no school services, nor would create the need for new or 
expanded facilities. No impact would result. 

 
e) Parks? 
 

The proposed project would not contribute to the demand on existing parks, nor require the 
dedication of additional parkland. No impact would result. 

 
f) Schools? 
 

The project is not residential and will not generate any school aged children. 
 
 
 
 

 Potentially 
Significant 
Impact 

Potentially 
Significant 
Unless 
Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact 

No 
Impact 

XIV. RECREATION.      
 

a) Would the project increase the use of existing 
neighborhood and regional parks or other recreational 
facilities such that substantial physical deterioration of the 
facility would occur or be accelerated?  

 

   ⌧ 

b) Does the project include recreational facilities or require 
the construction or expansion of recreational facilities 
which might have an adverse physical effect on the 
environment?  

 

   ⌧ 

a) Would the project increase the use of existing neighborhood and regional parks or other 
recreational facilities such that substantial physical deterioration of the facility would occur or be 
accelerated? 

 
The proposed rezoning project would not create additional demand for existing neighborhood or 
regional parks or other recreational facilities. No impact would result. 
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b) Does the project include recreational facilities or require the construction or expansion of 
recreational facilities which might have an adverse physical effect on the environment? 

 
The proposed project would not include the construction or expansion of recreational facilities, 
nor would it require the construction or expansion of recreational facilities. Therefore, no 
impact would occur. 

 

 Potentially 
Significant 
Impact 

Potentially 
Significant 
Unless 
Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact 

No 
Impact 

XV. TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC.  Would the project: 
 

    

a) Cause an increase in traffic which is substantial in relation 
to the existing traffic load and capacity of the street 
system (i.e., result in a substantial increase in either the 
number of vehicle trips, the volume to capacity ratio on 
roads, or congestion at intersections)?  

 

  ⌧  

b) Exceed, either individually or cumulatively, a level of 
service standard established by the county congestion 
management agency or designated roads or highways?  

 

   ⌧ 

c) Result in a change in air traffic patterns, including either 
an increase in traffic levels or a change in location that 
results in substantial safety risks?  

 

   ⌧ 

d) Substantially increase hazards due to a design feature 
(e.g., sharp curves or dangerous intersections) or 
incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment)?  

 

   ⌧ 

e) Result in inadequate emergency access?  
 

   ⌧ 
f) Result in inadequate parking capacity?  

 
   ⌧ 

g) Conflict with adopted polices, plans, or programs 
supporting alternative transportation (e.g., bus turnouts, 
bicycle racks)?  

 

   ⌧ 

a) Cause an increase in traffic which is substantial in relation to the existing traffic load and 
capacity of the street system (i.e., result in a substantial increase in either the number of 
vehicle trips, the volume to capacity ratio on roads, or congestion at intersections)? 

 
The intersection of Central Ave. and Kettleman Lane is controlled by a traffic signal.  The 
intersection operates at an acceptable level of service.  The 300 to 400 additional trips that the 
project might generate will not significantly impact the intersection or adjacent streets. 
Therefore, impacts would be less than significant. 
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b) Exceed, either individually or cumulatively, a level of service standard established by the county 
congestion management agency or designated roads or highways?  

 
San Joaquin County does not have a congestion management agency. Therefore, no county 
congestion management agency designated roads or highways would be affected by the proposed 
project. There would be no impact.  

 
c) Result in a change in air traffic patterns, including either an increase in traffic levels or a change 

in location that results in substantial safety risks? 
 

The proposed project would not have any impact on air traffic patterns since the project is not 
located near an airport. No related impacts would occur as a result of the proposed project. 

 
d) Substantially increase hazards due to a design feature (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous 

intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment)? 
 

The proposed project does not call for any design change of the existing features. No related 
impacts would occur as a result of the proposed project. 

 
e) Result in inadequate emergency access? 
 

The proposed project is already served by the City of Lodi Police and Fire Departments. 
Therefore, the proposed project would not result in any inadequate emergency access to the site. 
There would be no impact. 

 
f) Result in inadequate parking capacity?  
 

The City of Lodi regulates parking requirements. Any future use of the site would have to 
comply with City of Lodi parking requirements. No impact would result. 

 
g) Conflict with adopted polices, plans, or programs supporting alternative transportation (e.g., bus 

turnouts, bicycle racks)? 
 

The proposed project would not conflict with adopted policies, plans or programs supporting 
alternative transportation. No impact would result. 

 
 

 Potentially 
Significant 
Impact 

Potentially 
Significant 
Unless 
Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact 

No 
Impact 

XVI. UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS.  Would the 
project: 
 

    

a) Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the 
applicable Regional Water Quality Control Board?  

 

   ⌧ 
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Impact 

Potentially 
Significant 
Unless 
Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact 

No 
Impact 

b) Require or result in the construction of new water or 
wastewater treatment facilities or expansion of existing 
facilities, the construction of which could cause 
significant environmental effects?  

 

   ⌧ 

c) Require or result in the construction of new storm water 
drainage facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the 
construction of which could cause significant 
environmental effects?  

 

   ⌧ 

d) Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the 
project from existing entitlements and resources, or are 
new or expanded entitlements needed?  

 

   ⌧ 

e) Result in a determination by the wastewater treatment 
provider which serves or may serve the project that it has 
adequate capacity to serve the project=s projected 
demand in addition to the provider=s existing 
commitments?  

 

   ⌧ 

f) Be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted capacity 
to accommodate the project=s solid waste disposal 
needs?  

 

   ⌧ 

g) Comply with federal, State, and local statutes and 
regulations related to solid waste?  

 

   ⌧ 

a) Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the applicable Regional Water Quality Control 
Board? 

 
The anticipated sewage discharge from the proposed project would not exceed wastewater 
treatment capacity at the City’s wastewater treatment plant nor exceed any requirements of the 
Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board. No impact would result. 

 
b) Require or result in the construction of new water or wastewater treatment facilities or expansion 

of existing facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental effects? 
 

The project site is located in an urbanized area that contains existing water and wastewater 
infrastructure. The proposed project would not require the construction of new water or 
wastewater treatment facilities or the expansion of existing facilities. No impact would result. 
Please refer to Checklist Items XVI d. and XVI e. for further details. 
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c) Require or result in the construction of new storm water drainage facilities or expansion of existing 
facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental effects? 

 
The City of Lodi operates a variety of storm water facilities, including storm drain lines, pump 
stations, inlet catch basins and retention and detention facilities in the area surrounding the 
project site.  The facilities are adequate to serve the subject site and any future development. Due 
to the size and nature of the project, there would be no impact. 

 
d) Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the project from existing entitlements and 

resources, or are new or expanded entitlements needed? 
 

The City of Lodi Water Utility supplies and distributes potable water, as well as recycled water 
to the City and to some areas outside the City’s jurisdiction. According to the City’s Urban 
Water Management Plan (UWMP), the City currently has a net surplus in water supply given the 
City’s current water entitlements and current water demand. Due to the size and nature of the 
project, there would be no impact. 

 
e) Result in a determination by the wastewater treatment provider which serves or may serve the 

project that it has adequate capacity to serve the project’s projected demand in addition to the 
provider’s existing commitments? 

 
The City of Lodi Public Works Department provides wastewater treatment for the City of Lodi. 
Wastewater in the City of Lodi is treated at the White Slough Water Pollution Control Facility 
(WSWPCF). The facility has been expanded to a design capacity of 8.5 million gallons (mgd) per 
day. The proposed project would not increase, in any significant way, demand on wastewater 
treatment. 

 
f) Be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted capacity to accommodate the project’s solid waste 

disposal needs? 
 

The proposed project would not require any new landfill capacity. No impact would occur. 
 
g) Comply with federal, State, and local statutes and regulations related to solid waste? 
 

The proposed project would comply with federal, state, and local statutes related to solid waste. 
No solid waste regulatory impacts would occur as a result of the project. 
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Significant 
Unless 
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Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact 

No 
Impact 

XVII. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE. 
 

    

a) Does the project have the potential to degrade the quality 
of the environment, substantially reduce the habitat of a 
fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife 
population to drop below self-sustaining levels, threaten 
to eliminate a plant or animal community, reduce the 
number or restrict the range of a rare or endangered plant 
or animal, or eliminate important examples of the major 
periods of California history or prehistory?  

 

  ⌧  

b) Does the project have impacts that are individually 
limited, but cumulatively considerable?  (“Cumulatively 
considerable” means that the incremental effects of a 
project are considerable when viewed in connection with 
the effects of past projects, the effects of other current 
projects, and the effects of probable future projects.)  

 

  ⌧  

c) Does the project have environmental effects which will 
cause substantial adverse effects on human beings, either 
directly or indirectly?  

 

   ⌧ 

a) Does the project have the potential to degrade the quality of the environment, substantially reduce 
the habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife population to drop below self-
sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or animal community, reduce the number or restrict 
the range of a rare or endangered plant or animal, or eliminate important examples of the major 
periods of California history or prehistory?   

 
 The proposed project would not have significant environmental effects that would cause direct or 
indirect adverse effects to human beings. 

 
 
b) Does the project have impacts that are individually limited, but cumulatively considerable? 

(“Cumulatively considerable” means that the incremental effects of a project are considerable 
when viewed in connection with the effects of past projects, the effects of other current projects, and 
the effects of probable future projects.)   

 
The proposed project concerns changing the General Plan designation and rezoning three parcels 
into a commercial zone. Incremental impacts associated with the proposed project would not be 
cumulatively considerable. Impacts would be less than significant. 
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c) Does the project have environmental effects which will cause substantial adverse effects on human 
beings, either directly or indirectly?   

 
The proposed project would not have significant environmental effects that would cause direct or 
indirect adverse effects to human beings. 
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LODI 
PLANNING COMMISSION 
Staff Report 

    MEETING DATE: February 14, 2007 
     

APPLICATION NO: General Plan Amendment 06-GPA-01 and Rezoning 06-Z-01 

REQUEST: Recommend to the City Council the following actions: 1) Approve 
Negative Declaration 06-03 as adequate environmental 
documentation for the proposal; 2) Amend the General Plan 
designation   for 1333, 1325, and 1323 South Central Avenue 
(APN: 047-270-12, 047-270-11, and 047-270-10) from Eastside 
Residential to General Commercial; and 3) Rezone these same 
three properties from RE-1, Single Family Residential Eastside to 
C-2, General Commercial. (Applicant, Kenneth J. Gini; File # 06-
GPA-01 and 06-Z-01). 

   
    LOCATION: 1323, 1325 and 1333 South Central Avenue, at the northwest 

corner of the Central Avenue and Kettleman Lane intersection.  
 

APPLICANT: Kenneth J. Gini 
    

PROPERTY OWNERS: Kenneth J. Gini 
335 E Kettleman Lane  
Lodi, CA 95240  
(1333 and 1323 South Central Avenue, APN: 047-270-12 and 
APN: 047-270-11, respectively). 
 
B V K INVESTMENT CO 
5405 N Pershing Ave. Suite C-1 
Stockton, CA 95207  
(1323 South Central Ave, APN: 047-270-10).  

 

RECOMMENDATION 
Staff recommends that the Planning Commission recommend to the City Council the following 
actions: 1) Approve Negative Declaration 06-03 as adequate environmental documentation for 
the proposal; 2) Amend the General Plan designation  for 1333 and 1325 South Central Avenue 
(APN: 047-270-12 and 047-270-11) from Eastside Residential to General Commercial; 3) 
Rezone these same two properties from RE-1, Single Family Residential Eastside to C-2, 
General Commercial; and 4) Consider amending the General Plan and Zoning designation for 
1323 South Central Avenue (047-270-10) to GC and C-2, respectively. 
 
PROJECT/AREA DESCRIPTION 
GENERAL PLAN: Eastside Residential (ER), General Commercial (GC). 
ZONING DESIGNATION:       Residential-Single Family, Eastside (RE-1). 
PROPERTY SIZE:    Three parcels totaling 18,330 square feet 
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Adjacent zoning and land use are as follows:  
North: Residential Single Family Eastside (RE-1). 

South: Commercial (C-2). The area is mostly general commercial with 
Single Family Residential (R-2) further south.  

West:         Lodi Academy and General Commercial (C-2) further west.  

East:         General Commercial (C-2) 

 

SUMMARY 
This is a request for a General Plan Amendment and Rezone by Mr. Kenneth J. Gini for two 
properties he owns and a consideration to amend the General Plan and Zoning designation for 
a property owned by a third party, all located near the intersection of Central Avenue and 
Kettleman Lane. This request includes three separate items. First is a request by the applicant 
for a General Plan Amendment to change the land use designation of the subject parcels from 
Eastside Residential (ER) to General Commercial (GC). The subject properties are 1325 South 
Central Ave (047-270-11) and 1333 South Central Ave (047-270-12). Second is a request by 
the applicant for a Rezone that changes the zoning designation from Single Family Eastside to 
General Commercial (RE-1 to C-2). Finally, the third item is a  request for consideration to 
amend the General Plan and Zoning designations for 1323 South Central Avenue (APN: 047-
270-10), which is owned by BVK Investment Co. 
 
This property is approximately 10 feet wide and has a depth of 130 ft, with a total area of 1,300 
square feet. This particular property is currently being used as a driveway to access 
commercially zoned properties that face Kettleman Lane and residential proprieties to the north. 
Given its size and current use, it would be an acceptable planning practice to consider 
amending the General Plan and zoning designations from ER to GC and RE-1 to C-2, 
respectively. Change in the General Plan and Zoning designation for this property establishes a 
clear and consistent boundary between subject commercial uses and residential uses in the 
north. The change in zoning would not restrict its current use and would not affect its tax base. 
Further, the zoning change would enable the applicant to construct commercial buildings up to 
this property line and avoid the 5-foot setback that would otherwise be required to separate 
commercial uses from residentially zoned properties. 
 
BACKGROUND 
The project site is located at the norththwest corner of Central Avenue and Kettleman Lane. The 
neighborhood is fully developed with single family residences, residences converted to 
commerical uses, and conventional commerical uses. The project site is adjacent to commercial 
zoning to the east, west and south, and single-family eastside zoning to the north. The applicant 
requests to have his two Central Ave. properties rezoned to General Commercial so that he can 
incorporate them with his Kettleman Lane commercial properties to form a single larger 
commercial property. The request to add the adjoining BVK owned property to the General Plan 
Amendment and rezoning would make a clear boundary between commercial and residential 
uses.   
 
The last time this application was heard by the Planning Commission, the Planning Commission 
requested the applicant to submit a site plan for its review, expressed concerns regarding 
changing a Zoning designation without consent of the owner, and aesthetics of any future 
development of the site.    
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ANALYSIS 
The applicant requests a General Plan Amendment and rezoning for his two properties on 
Central Avenue. The change in zoning would allow him to merge his two Central Avenue 
properties with his two other properties that face Kettleman Lane, which would allow him to 
expand his existing commercial development. In order to make a clear boundary between 
different land use patterns, staff is suggesting that the Planning Commission consider a General 
Plan Amendment and Rezoning for an additional parcel at 1323 South Central Avenue, which is 
a total of 1,300 square foot in area. This parcel has a different owner.  In response to staff’s 
notification, the property owner, BVK Investment Co., has stated via fax that they oppose the 
inclusion of their property in this request to amend the General Plan and zoning designation.  
 
Staff has learned from the applicant that BVK Investment Co. and the applicant have been 
unable to reach a financial agreement for the sale and purchase of this property. However, Staff 
supports the General Plan Amendment and Rezoning for 1323 South Central Avenue because 
it will make it consistent with the existing General Plan and Zoning designation to the west and 
the proposed changes to the south. Adding the property to the proposed commercial rezoning 
to the south will also create a consistent and straight east-west boundary between commercial 
and residential uses on the north side of Kettleman Lane. Staff understands that adjoining 
properties and businesses currently uses this property as a driveway to access properties 
zoned General Commercial that face Kettleman Lane, and residential properties to the north. 
Staff and Mr. Gini understands that without the change in zoning and General Plan designation 
of 1323 South Central Avenue the strict application of the City Zoning Code will require the 
applicant to develop his property with a 5-foot setback and a screening wall between his 
property and the driveway to the north.  
 
The change in zoning to C-2 will allow land uses in the subject properties similar to the uses 
currently existing along Kettleman Lane and as specifically permitted by the City’s Zoning 
Ordinances. Given the property at 1323 South Central Avenue is actually being used as a 
driveway and is not likely to change in use, staff believes that the proposed zone change will 
have no affect on the value or use of the property. 
 
The last time this project was publicly heard by the Planning Commission, the Planning 
Commission directed staff to ascertain how a change in zone designation might affect 1323 
South Central Avenue. The County Assessor’s Office has indicated that the affects of any zone 
change will be negligible since the property is too small to build-on and its tax assessment will 
be based on the actual or potential use of the property, not the underlying zoning.   
 
It is important to note that the Planning Commission was concerned about site plan, 
architectural design of future buildings on the site and how buildings constructed on the property 
line would affect residential use to the north. As Mr. Gini indicates in his site plan and in the 
accompanying letter (attached), the applicant requests to amend General Plan and Zoning 
designations for 1323 South Central Avenue so that he won’t be required to provide a 
landscaped 5-foot buffer area. He contends that a 5-foot setback reduces his overall buildable 
area and would make it difficult to provide the required parking spaces and create acceptable 
and adequate traffic flow. In order to ease the Planning Commission’s concerns regarding 
potential graffiti problems, the applicant proposes to install 2-3 outside lights on his building to 
illuminate the area and improve security. Further, he proposes the northern wall of the building 
would feature a design of smooth and split face block to give it a pattern along its length, which 
he contends will enhance its architectural features and deter possible graffiti problems in the 
future. However, staff is of the opinion that the proposed façade of buildings could be designed 
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better, the location of the refuse enclosure could potentially hamper traffic flow, the landscaping 
plan is inadequate and the overall parking layout could be designed to improve traffic flow.  
 
Mr. Gini has provided a site and preliminary landscape plan elevation of the proposed building. 
Staff is of the opinion that design of the two buildings are attractive and will be an asset to the 
area. The body of the building will be stucco in light grey color accented by burgundy colored 
decorative tiles. A wall cornice detail in a dark grey color is provided. Split face cornice block is 
as a bare trip in the front elevations and as a solid buffer wall on the north (residential facing) 
elevation on the largest building. The roof has peaked elements to break-up the flat roof. 
 
The site plan shows the main access (varying from 25’ to 30.7’ in width) along the building with 
parking in the center of the “L” shaped site. Modest landscaping with ground cover and trees is 
within the parking area. The parking stalls are 9’ by 17.5’ (using a 2’ overhang into the planters). 
Given the size of the buildings and an auto service use, 29 parking spaces are required and 29 
are provided. The trash enclosure is at the corner of the “L” in the parking area. Staff is of the 
opinion that the site is tight and developed at the maximum. The trash enclosure is awkwardly 
placed for pick-up and staff would expect there to be some difficulties in the servicing of the 
trash bins. Also, the parking spaces are tight 9’x17.5’, requiring the use of overhand in the 
planters. Further, the site layout requires the building to be placed on the northern property line. 
This is why the applicant request a General Plan and Zoning change of the BVK property. There 
is simply not enough room in the layout for a 5’ setback from the property line. 
 
While the site plan and layout appear to meet the minimum setbacks if the General Plan change 
and Rezoning are granted, the Planning Commission needs to evaluate whether this General 
Plan change and Rezoning for the BVK property is appropriate. It could be a conclusion that the 
site is being over developed and that scaling back the intensity of the proposed development 
may be appropriate. Staff has provided resolutions for approval as proposed. Any change 
derived by the Commission would require different resolution be prepared.  
 
ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENTS: 
The California Environmental Quality Act requires that projects be reviewed for their potential to 
create environmental impacts.  The process requires that potential areas of impact be identified 
and a level of significance assessed. Staff prepared an Initial Study to review and assess 
impacts. Staff sent the proposed Negative Declaration to various agencies for review, published, 
and posted our intent to issue a Negative Declaration for the required 30-day period. This 
project was found to have no impacts that could be found significant if not mitigated via normal 
conditions of future development. In conclusion, Staff finds that the proposed project meets 
these requirements and is therefore exempt from further review under CEQA. A Negative 
Declaration, ND-06-03 adequately addresses potential environmental impacts that could occur 
as result of this project. No significant impacts are anticipated and no mitigation measures have 
been required. 
 
PUBLIC HEARING NOTICE: 
Legal Notice for the Use Permit was published on October 27, 2006.  51 public hearing notices 
were sent to all property owners of record within a 300-foot radius of the subject property as 
required by California State Law §65091 (a) 3. Based on the information provided to staff, it was 
determined that there are no Planning Commission members who reside within 500-foot radius 
of the project area. 
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ALTERNATIVE PLANNING COMMISSION ACTIONS: 
• Approve the Request with Alternate Conditions 
• Deny the Request  
• Continue the Request 

Respectfully Submitted, Concur, 

Immanuel Bereket Randy Hatch 
Junior Planner Community Development Director 

ATTACHMENTS: 
1. Vicinity Map 
2. General Plan Map 
3. Zoning Map 
4. Site Plan, Elevation and Renderings 
5. Comment Letters 
6. Draft Resolutions 
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Existing General Plan Designations
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Proposed Site Plan
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Projected Expansion by 2013
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Projected Expansion by 2030
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Building Elevation of the South Wing Addition
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Building Elevation of the South Wing Addition
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Central Plant Elevation
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1. Project Title:  Lodi Memorial Hospital Addition  
 
2. Lead Agency Name and Address:   

City of Lodi Community Development Department 
221 West Pine Street 
P. O. Box 3006 
Lodi, CA 95241 

 
3. Contact Person and Phone Number:   

David Morimoto, Senior Planner 
Immanuel Bereket, Junior Planner 
Phone: (209)333-6711 

 
4. Project Location:  Lodi, California. 

Address                                                                 Assessor’s parcel number
975 South Fairmont Avenue                                           031-070-40 
1200 W. Vine Street                                                             031-070-37 
999 S. Fairmont Ave.                                                       031-070-45 
975 S. Fairmont Ave.                                                       031-070-44 
1031 S. Fairmont Ave.                                                      031-070-46 
1201 W. Cardinal St.                                                         031-080-02    
1139 W. Cardinal St.                                                         031-080-03 
1133 W. Cardinal St.                                                         030-080-04 
1127 W. Cardinal St.                                                         031-080-05 
1121 W. Cardinal St.                                                         031-080-06 
1115 W. Cardinal St.                                                            031-080-07 

 
5. Project Sponsor's Name and Address:   

Lodi Memorial Hospital  
975 South Fairmont Avenue 
Lodi, CA 95240 
 

6. General Plan designation    
O, Office and LDR, Low Density Residential                                                           

 
7. Zoning:   

R-CP, Residential-Commercial Professional and R-2, Single-family residential 
 
8. Description of Project: 

The applicant, Lodi Memorial Hospital is proposing to build a new four-story addition to their existing 
hospital building.  One of the main reasons for the expansion is the need to construct a modern hospital 
facility that will comply with current seismic standards.  The existing hospital contains 147,347 square feet 
of building area and 107-beds in a three-story structure.  The Phase One expansion will add a new south 
wing that will add 131,229 square feet of building area and accommodate 90 beds.  Once completed, the 
hospital will have a total of 362,082 square feet and 157-beds.  (The total number of beds reflects the 
removal of 28-beds in the existing west hospital wing due to seismic requirements and additional beds lost 
elsewhere due to the remodeling). The project will also include the construction of a new 14,506 square-
foot, two-story central plant adjacent to the hospital that will house the mechanical equipment, utilities and 
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other support equipment for the hospital.  As part of the project the hospital will also expand their parking 
lot by removing six single-family residences and replacing them with parking and landscaping. 
 
Currently the property contains an existing three-story 147,347 square foot, 107-bed hospital; a 48,000 
square foot medical clinic; a 6,000 square-foot medical clinic and a 15,000 square-foot office building. 
There is also associated employee and visitor parking scattered throughout the property, as well as a 
helicopter landing pad.  The Lodi Memorial Hospital and their affiliated entities own a total of 17.56 acres 
at the project location, including six residential lots along Cardinal Street. 

 
9. Surrounding Land Uses and Setting: Briefly describe the project’s surroundings: 

The proposed project is located in a transitional area with medical and business offices to the north and east 
and residential uses to the south and west.  The area north of the hospital is zoned RCP, residential 
commercial professional and is developed primarily with health care related offices and facilities.  
Fairmont Ave., which borders the hospital property on the east, and Ham Lane which borders the hospital 
property on the west, are the primary medical office areas in the City.  South of the Hospital property the 
area is zoned residential and is primarily developed with single-family houses.  There is a large school, 
Lodi Middle School, located east of the hospital, across Ham Lane. 

 
The project will be constructed with in the existing boundaries of the hospital property except for a small 
area on the south edge of the development.  There are eight residential parcels located on the north side of 
Cardinal Street that backed up to the hospital property.  The hospital has purchased six of these houses and 
proposes to incorporate these properties into the project and will utilize the land for additional parking and 
for a landscaped buffer along Cardinal Street. 

 
10. Other agencies whose approval is required (e.g., permits, financing approval, or participation agreement.)   

City of Lodi; California Office of Statewide Health Planning and Development; San Joaquin Air Quality 
Management District and the California Department of Health Services. 
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Environmental Factors Potentially Affected: 
 
The environmental factors checked below would be potentially affected by this project, involving at least one impact 
that is a “Potentially Significant Impact” as indicated by the checklist on the following pages. 

⌧ Aesthetics  

 Biological Resources  
⌧ Hazards & Hazardous Materials 

 Mineral Resources 
 Public Services 
 Utilities/Service Systems 

 Agricultural Resources 
 Cultural Resources 
 Hydrology/Water Quality 
 Recreation 
⌧ Noise 

⌧ Air Quality 
 Geology/Soils 
 Land Use/Planning 

⌧   Population/Housing 
⌧ Transportation/Traffic 

 
Determination 

On the basis of this initial evaluation: 
 

 I find that the proposed project COULD NOT have a significant effect on the environment, and a NEGATIVE 
DECLARATION will be prepared. 

 
⌧ I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, there will not be a 

significant effect in this case because revisions in the project have been made by or agreed to by the project 
proponent.  A MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared. 

 
 I find that the proposed project MAY have a significant effect on the environment, and an 

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required. 
 

 I find that the proposed project MAY have a “potentially significant impact” or “potentially significant unless 
mitigated” impact on the environment, but at least one effect 1) has been adequately analyzed in an earlier 
document pursuant to applicable legal standards, and 2) has been addressed by mitigation measures based on 
the earlier analysis as described on attached sheets.  An ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required, 
but it must analyze only the effects that remain to be addressed. 

 
 I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, because all 

potentially significant effects (a) have been analyzed adequately in an earlier EIR or NEGATIVE 
DECLARATION pursuant to applicable standards, and (b) have been avoided or mitigated pursuant to that 
earlier EIR or NEGATIVE DECLARATION, including revisions or mitigation measures that are imposed 
upon the proposed project, nothing further is required. 

 
 

___________________________________________ _________________________________ 
Signature    Date 

 
___________________________________________                          
Printed Name    
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I. AESTHETICS.  Would the project:    
 

    

a) Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista? 
 

  ⌧  

b) Substantially damage scenic resources, including, but not 
limited to, trees, rock outcroppings, and historic buildings 
within a State scenic highway?  

 

   ⌧ 

c) Substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality 
of the site and its surroundings?  

 

  ⌧  

d) Create a new source of substantial light or glare which 
would adversely affect day or nighttime views in the area? 

 

  ⌧  

 
a) Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista? 
 

The area is fully developed with residential, commercial or institutional structures.  There are no natural 
vistas beyond normal urban street views and urban landscaping. The project would temporarily change the 
appearance of the site during construction.  There will be some disruption of the site as a result of grading; 
removal of existing landscaping and paved areas; storage of dirt and building materials; and other 
construction activities.  The disruption of the site will only last as long as construction is taking place.  Once 
completed, the site will be restored with new landscaping and parking areas. 
 
The addition itself will replace an area currently used for parking and driveways with a four-story structure.  
While the structure will be clearly visible from surrounding properties, it would not affect any scenic vistas. 
 The existing hospital wing is a three story structure and there is another two story office building existing 
on the site.  The proposed addition is designed to compliment the existing hospital and to be an attractive 
addition to the community.  While taller than other structures in the neighborhood, the new hospital wing 
will not detract from the scenic views of the neighborhood.  There will be a less than significant impact. 

 
b) Substantially damage scenic resources, including, but not limited to, trees, rock outcroppings, and historic 

buildings within a State scenic highway? 
 

The project would not damage any scenic resources, and is not located within the vicinity of a state scenic 
highway. There would be less than significant impact. 
 
 
 

 
c)  Substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of the site and its surroundings? 
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          The project will involve the construction of a new four story hospital wing on the property.  This will be an 
addition to an existing three story hospital building.  While the addition will be clearly visible from the 
surrounding area, it is not anticipated that the addition will substantially degrade the visual character of the 
area.  The building addition is designed to compliment the existing architecture of the hospital and to be 
visually attractive from the surrounding area.  The project will be reviewed by the City’s Site Plan and 
Architectural Review Committee (SPARC).  The Committee will review the project for architectural 
integrity and to assure that the addition will blend in with the existing structures on the site.  They will also 
review the site design, including landscaping, to make sure that the project will be aesthetically attractive 
and will blend in with the surrounding neighborhood as much  as possible.  There will be landscaping 
around the entire perimeter of the property, including tall trees to help screen the buildings.  The parking 
areas will also be landscaped to improve the visual quality of the site and to provide additional shading. 

        
              The hospital is also proposing to construct a solid block wall parallel to Cardinal Street to screen the 

hospital property and the new parking lot expansion.  There will also be a 20-foot wide landscaped buffer 
between the block wall and the Cardinal St. sidewalk.  This will provide a visual buffer between the project 
site and Cardinal Street and the properties to the south.  There measures will reduce the potential visual 
impacts of the project to a less than significant level. Therefore, there will be less than significant impact. 

 
d)  Create a new source of substantial light or glare which would adversely affect day or nighttime view in the area? 

  
 

The proposed Lodi Memorial Hospital expansion will create additional lighting on the subject property.  The 
building itself will have both internal and external lighting.  Additionally, the parking and driveway areas 
will have lighting for visibility and safety reasons.  It is anticipated that at night, most of the patient rooms 
will have their lights turned off or their blinds drawn so the building will not be fully lit up on a 24-hour 
basis.  External building lights will probably remain on at night for safety reasons.  Except for the new 
building, the overall lighting scheme will be similar to what is already at this site.  The existing hospital 
building has both interior and exterior lighting.  The existing parking lot and hospital grounds have lighting 
and there are existing street lights along all perimeter streets.  The hours of operation for the hospital or the 
way they operate will not change significantly.  As part of the SPARC review, the Committee will review 
exterior lighting on the project and make sure that lights are low level or shielded lighting to minimize light 
spilling onto adjacent properties. 

 
              The proposed buildings will be designed with non-reflective glass to reduce the possibility of additional 

glare on the surrounding area.  The solid portions of the exterior wall will also be designed with a non-glare 
material like plaster or stone veneer and will be painted a color shade that will minimize reflective glare.  
These features plus the planting of trees and other landscaping will reduce the chance of added glare to a 
less than significant level. Therefore, there will be less than significant impact. 
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II. AGRICULTURAL RESOURCES.  In determining whether 
impacts to agricultural resources are significant environmental 
effects, lead agencies may refer to the California Agricultural 
Land Evaluation and Site Assessment Model (1997) prepared 
by the California Dept. of Conservation as an optional model to 
use in assessing impacts on agriculture and farmland.  Would 
the project: 

 

    

a) Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of 
Statewide Importance (Farmland), as shown on the maps 
prepared pursuant to the Farmland Mapping and Monitoring 
Program of the California Resources Agency, to a non-
agricultural use?  

 

   ⌧ 

b) Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a 
Williamson Act contract?  

 

   ⌧ 

c) Involve other changes in the existing environment which, 
due to their location or nature, could result in conversion of 
Farmland to non-agricultural use?  

 

   ⌧ 

The project site is designated by the City’s General Plan and Zoning Code as RC-P and is not considered 
agricultural land, nor is it located immediately adjacent to active agricultural land. Furthermore, the project 
site is almost fully developed and is surrounded by existing urban development. The San Joaquin County 
Important Farmland Map of 2004 identifies the site and vicinity as urban and built-up land. Therefore, the 
proposed project would not involve changes that could result in the conversion of farmland to a non-
agricultural use and no impact would result. 

 
 
 

 Potentially 
Significant 
Impact 

Potentially 
Significant 
Unless 
Mitigation 
Incorporate
d 

Less 
Than 
Significa
nt Impact

No 
Impact 

III. AIR QUALITY.  Where available, the significance criteria 
established by the applicable air quality management or air 
pollution control district may be relied upon to make the 
following determinations.  Would the project: 

 

    

a) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable 
air quality plan?  

 

 ⌧   
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b) Violate any air quality standard or contribute substantially to 
an existing or projected air quality violation?  

 

 ⌧   

c) Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any 
criteria pollutant for which the project region is non-
attainment under an applicable federal or State ambient air 
quality standard (including releasing emissions which 
exceed quantitative thresholds for ozone precursors)?  

 

 ⌧   

d) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant 
concentrations?  

 

  ⌧  

e) Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of 
people?  

 
 

   ⌧ 

a) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan? 
 

The proposed expansion to Lodi Memorial Hospital would be consistent with the City of Lodi General Plan 
and, as such, traffic volumes representing build-out of the project were used to develop projections in the 
Air Quality Attainment Plan (AQAP). Projects proposed in jurisdictions with general plans that are 
consistent with the San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District (SJVAPCD) AQAP and projects that 
conform to those general plans would not create significant cumulative air quality impacts. Therefore, the 
proposed project would not conflict with the applicable clean air plan. Less than significant impacts would 
result.  

 
b) Violate any air quality standard or contribute substantially to an existing or projected air quality violation? 
 

The San Joaquin Valley is considered a non-attainment area for ozone and PM10 (fine particulate matter less 
than 10 microns in diameter). The Federal Clean Air Act (FCA) and the California Clean Air Act (CCA) 
require areas that are designated non-attainment to reduce emissions until air quality standards are met. 
 
The project does not propose operational features that would emit substances that would violate local or 
regional air quality standards. The project would create temporary air quality emissions during construction 
of the project. The project will involve grading, demolition and trenching work, as well as the use of various 
construction vehicles and equipment. The SJVAPCD has established thresholds for construction (short-term) 
and operational (long-term) emissions for air pollutants including reactive organic gases (ROG) and nitrogen 
oxide compounds (NOx), which are known ozone precursors, and PM10. 

 
The following control measures shall be included in construction contracts and shall be shown on plans submitted 
for a grading or building permit: 
 

*   All disturbed areas, including storage piles, which are not being actively utilized for construction purposes, 
shall be effectively stabilized of dust emissions using water, chemical stabilizer/suppressant, covered with 
a tarp or other suitable cover or vegetative ground cover. 
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* All on-site unpaved roads and off-site unpaved access roads shall be effectively stabilized of dust 
emissions using water or chemical stabilizer/suppressant. 

*  All land clearing, grubbing, scraping, excavation, land leveling, grading, cut and fill, and demolition 
activities shall be effectively controlled of fugitive dust emissions utilizing application of water or by 
presoaking. 

*  When materials are transported off-site, all material shall be covered, or effectively wetted to limit visible 
dust emissions, and at least six inches of freeboard space from the top of the container shall be maintained. 

*  All operations shall limit or expeditiously remove the accumulation of mud or dirt from adjacent public 
streets at the end of each workday. The use of dry rotary brushes is expressly prohibited except where 
preceded or accompanied by sufficient wetting to limit the visible dust emissions. 

*  Following the addition of materials to, or the removal of materials from, the surface of outdoor storage 
piles, said piles shall be effectively stabilized of fugitive dust emissions utilizing sufficient water or 
chemical stabilizer/suppressant. 

*  Within urban areas, track-out shall be immediately removed when it exceeds 50 or more feet from the site 
and at the end of each workday. Cleanup of carryout or track-out shall be accomplished by: 

- Manually sweeping and picking up; 
- Operating a rotary brush or broom accompanied or proceeded by sufficient wetting to limit 

Visual Dust Emission (VDE) to 20% opacity; 
- Operating a PM10-efficient street sweeper; and 
- Flushing with water, if curbs and gutters are not present and where the use of water will not 

result as a source of track-out material or result in adverse impacts on storm drain systems or 
violate National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System permit program. 

 
c) Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for which the project region is non-

attainment under an applicable federal or State ambient air quality standard (including releasing emissions 
which exceed quantitative thresholds for ozone precursors)?  

 
The entire APCD jurisdiction is considered a non-attainment area for ozone and PM10. The proposed 
expansion and anticipated vehicle trips will result in net increase of vehicle generated pollutants. Therefore, 
the project will exceed the thresholds for ozone PM10. 
 
The proposed expansion of the hospital will increase traffic traveling to and from the site.  The number of 
beds will increase by 47%, which will increase the number of employees, patients and visitors.  Most of 
these people will travel by private vehicles or an ambulance.  This increase in vehicular traffic will increase 
the amount of traffic related air pollutants generated by this project.  Although the number of beds will 
increase by 47%, the projected number of vehicle trips is only projected to increase by 29%.  This is because 
the hospital generates only a portion of the trips to the hospital grounds.  More than half of the trips are 
generated by the medical office buildings on the property and these will not be expanded by this phase of the 
project. 
 
On a regional basis the increase in traffic at this location will be somewhat off set by a possible reduction in 
vehicular trips between Lodi and Stockton, Sacramento or elsewhere.  This is because the expansion of Lodi 
Memorial Hospital will provide additional beds and services to the Lodi area and the entire area served by 
the hospital.  This increase in available services will mean that at least some potential patients or employees 
that currently travel to Stockton or Sacramento for medical services or employment may now be able to 
obtain their care or employment in Lodi.  This will mean a shorter travel distance for patients, employees 
and visitors which could reduce the vehicle miles traveled on a regional basis and thus reduce the overall 
vehicle related emissions.  While it is difficult to quantify the numbers, it seems reasonable to assume that if 
given the choice, most people in Lodi would choose to seek care in a Lodi facility if comparable services are 
available. 
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The following control measures shall be included in construction contracts and shall be shown on plans submitted 
for a grading or building permit:  

• Provide pedestrian enhancing infrastructure that includes: sidewalks and pedestrian paths, direct pedestrian 
connections, street trees to shade sidewalks, pedestrian safety designs/infrastructure, street furniture and 
artwork, street lighting and or pedestrian signalization and signage. 

• Provide bicycle enhancing infrastructure that includes: bikeways/paths connecting to a bikeway system, 
secure bicycle parking.  

• Provide transit enhancing infrastructure that includes: transit shelters, benches, etc., street lighting, route 
signs and displays, and/or bus turnouts/bulbs. 

• Provide park and ride lots.  
 
The plans for each phase of the proposed project shall implement these measures to the extent feasible and 
appropriate. The implementation of an aggressive trip reduction program with the appropriate incentives for non-
auto travel can reduce project impacts by approximately 10 to 15 percent. A reduction of this magnitude could 
reduce emissions; therefore, the project’s regional air quality impacts would be potentially significant even with 
mitigation. 
 
d) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations? 
 

The SJVAPCD Guide defines sensitive receptors as facilities that house or attract children, the elderly, and 
people with illnesses, or others who are especially sensitive to the effects of air pollutants. Hospitals fall in 
this category.  According to the SJVAPCD criteria, due to the small size of the proposed project and the 
estimated amount of daily vehicle trips, it qualifies for what is referred to as a Small Project Analysis Level. 
No quantification of ozone precursor emissions is needed for such projects. With regard to dust during 
grading and construction, the proposed project may expose sensitive receptors to pollutant concentrations; 
however, impacts would be less than significant. 

 
  
e) Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people? 
 

The SJVAPCD has determined some types of facilities that have been known to produce odors in San 
Joaquin County. Examples include wastewater treatment facilities, asphalt batch plants, chemical 
manufacturing facilities and feed lots/dairies. Hospitals are not identified by the SJVAPCD as a use that 
produces objectionable odors. As such, the proposed would not produce objectionable odors. There would 
be no impact.  
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IV. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES.  Would the project: 
 

    

a) Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through 
habitat modifications, on any species identified as a 
candidate, sensitive, or special status species in local or 
regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by the California 
Department of Fish and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service?  

 

   ⌧ 

b) Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or 
other sensitive natural community identified in local or 
regional plans, policies, and regulations or by the California 
Department of Fish and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service?  

 

   ⌧ 

c) Have a substantial adverse effect on federally protected 
wetlands as defined by Section 404 of the Clean Water Act 
(including, but not limited to, marsh, vernal pool, coastal, 
etc.) Through direct removal, filling, hydrological 
interruption, or other means?  

 

   ⌧ 

d) Interfere substantially with the movement of any native 
resident or migratory fish or wildlife species or with 
established native resident or migratory wildlife corridors, or 
impede the use of native wildlife nursery sites?  

 

   ⌧ 

e) Conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting 
biological resources, such as a tree preservation policy or 
ordinance?  

 

   ⌧ 

f) Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat 
Conservation Plan, Natural Community Conservation Plan 
or other approved local, regional, or State habitat 
conservation plan?  

 

   ⌧ 

a) Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through habitat modifications, on any species identified as 
a candidate, sensitive, or special status species in local or regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by the 
California Department of Fish and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service? 

 
According to the Biological Resources Evaluation prepared for the proposed project, the subject property 
does not contain any riparian habitat or other sensitive natural communities. No impact would result. 
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b) Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or other sensitive natural community identified in 
local or regional plans, policies, and regulations or by the California Department of Fish and Game or U.S. 
Fish and Wildlife Service?  
 

  No riparian habitat exists in the site. See Checklist IV.a. 
 
c) Have a substantial adverse effect on federally protected wetlands as defined by Section 404 of the Clean 

Water Act (including, but not limited to, marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through direct removal, filling, 
hydrological interruption, or other means? 

 
No wetlands exist on the site. See Checklist IV.a. 

 
d) Interfere substantially with the movement of any native resident or migratory fish or wildlife species or with 

established native resident or migratory wildlife corridors, or impede the use of native wildlife nursery sites? 
 

The project is an infill project and the site is urbanized area and mostly by residential uses. The subject 
property does not link two or more large regional open space areas, is not part of a regional wildlife 
movement corridor, and is not located near a river, stream or lake. Therefore, the proposed project would 
not interfere with the movement of any native resident or migratory fish or wildlife species or with 
established native resident or migratory wildlife corridors, or impede the use of native wildlife nursery 
sites. No impact would result. 

 
 
e) Conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources, such as a tree preservation 

policy or ordinance? 
 

The City of Lodi General Plan (Conservation Element) includes goals and policies intended to protect 
sensitive native vegetation and wildlife habitats. Goal E, Policy 2 in the General Plan Conservation 
Element refers to the City’s regulation of “heritage tree” removal. The proposed project would result in the 
removal of a large Sycamore tree. However, Sycamore trees are not defined in the General Plan, and the 
City has not adopted a tree protection ordinance. Therefore, the proposed project would not conflict with 
any of the goals or policies outlined in the General Plan (including Conservation Element Goal E, Policy 
2), or with any adopted ordinances protecting biological resources. There would be no impact. 

 
 
f) Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural Community Conservation Plan 

or other approved local, regional, or State habitat conservation plan? 
 

The project is an infill development in urbanized area, not subject to the County wide Habitat Conservation 
Plan. Therefore, no impact would result. 
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V. CULTURAL RESOURCES.  Would the project: 
 

    

a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a 
historical resource as defined in 15064.5?  

 

   ⌧ 

b) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of 
an archaeological resource pursuant to 15064.5?  

 

   ⌧ 

c) Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological 
resource or site or unique geologic feature?  

 

   ⌧ 

d) Disturb any human remains, including those interred 
outside of formal cemeteries?  

 

   ⌧ 

a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource as defined in '15064.5? 
  

The project is an infill development in urbanized area. No historical resources exist on the site. Therefore, 
no impact would result. 

 
b) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an archaeological resource pursuant to '15064.5?  
 

No archaeological resources exist on the site. The project is an infill development in urbanized area. 
Therefore, no impact would result. 

 
c) Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or unique geologic feature? 
 

No paleontological resource exist on the site. The project is an infill development in urbanized area. 
Therefore, no impact would result. 

 
d) Disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of formal cemeteries? 
 

No human remains exist on the site. The project is an infill development in urbanized area. Therefore, no 
impact would result. 
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VI. GEOLOGY AND SOILS.  Would the project: 
 

    

a) Expose people or structures to potential substantial 
adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or death 
involving:  

 

    

i) Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated on 
the most recent Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault 
Zoning Map issued by the State Geologist for the area 
or based on other substantial evidence of a known 
fault?  Refer to Division of Mines and Geology 
Special Publication 42.  

 

   ⌧ 

ii) Strong seismic ground shaking?  
 

  ⌧  

iii) Seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction? 
 

   ⌧ 

iv) Landslides?  
 

   ⌧ 

b) Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil?  
 

   ⌧ 

c) Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or 
that would become unstable as a result of the project, and 
potentially result in on- or off-site landslide, lateral 
spreading, subsidence, liquefaction or collapse?  

 

   ⌧ 

d) Be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 18-1-B 
of the Uniform Building Code (1994), creating substantial 
risks to life or property?  

 

   ⌧ 

e) Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of 
septic tanks or alternative waste water disposal systems 
where sewers are not available for the disposal of waste 
water?  

 

   ⌧ 

a) Expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or death 
involving:   

 
i) Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated on the most recent Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault 
Zoning Map issued by the State Geologist for the area or based on other substantial evidence of a known 
fault?  Refer to Division of Mines and Geology Special Publication 42;  

 
According to the City’s General Plan, no earthquake faults underlie the City of Lodi. Given that 
recognized faults neither cross the site nor are adjacent to it, the potential for fault rupture is 
considered remote and a less than significant impact would result from the project. 
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ii) Strong seismic ground shaking;  
 

The proposed construction is being built to meet earthquake standards as required by the Hospital 
Earthquake Safety Act and State and local Building Codes.  
 

iii) Seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction; 
 

Based on the soil boring results, the project site will be required to be suitable for implementation of 
the proposed project given its incorporation of specific project design and construction 
recommendations provided in the Geotechnical Services Report, as well as its adherence to the State 
and local Building Codes. These requirements would ensure that impacts would be less than 
significant. 

 
 iv) Landslides? 

 
The subject property, as well as the area surrounding the project site, is relatively flat. Furthermore, 
the project site is surrounded predominately by existing urban development. Due to the developed 
nature and topographic features of the site and surrounding area, the potential for landslides is 
considered remote. No impact would result from the implementation of the proposed project. 

 
b) Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil?  
 

The proposed construction is located in urbanized area. There will be no soil erosion or loss of topsoil. 
Thus, no impact would occur. 

 
c) Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or that would become unstable as a result of the project, 

and potentially result in on- or off-site landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction or collapse? 
 

The proposed project site does not lie in a geologic unit or soil that is unstable. It is located in urbanized 
area. There will be no impact. 

 
d) Be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 18-1-B of the Uniform Building Code (1994), creating 

substantial risks to life or property? 
 

Expansive clay-rich soils swell when wet and shrink when dry, which can cause substantial damage to 
foundations, concrete slabs and pavement sections. The project’s Geotechnical Services Report determined 
that the project site does not contain expansive soils. There would be no impact. 

 
e) Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of septic tanks or alternative waste water disposal 

systems where sewers are not available for the disposal of waste water? 
 

The project proponents do not plan to add underground tanks. The proposed expansion will be fully served 
by municipal sewer and waste water systems. Therefore, No impact will occur due to the fact that the 
project site is in urbanized area. 
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VII. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS.  Would 
the project: 

 

    

a) Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment 
through the routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous 
materials?  

 

  ⌧  

b) Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment 
through reasonably foreseeable upset and accident 
conditions involving the release of hazardous materials into 
the environment?  

 

  ⌧  

c) Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely 
hazardous materials, substances, or waste within one-
quarter mile of an existing or proposed school?  

 

  ⌧  

d) Be located on a site which is included on a list of 
hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to Government 
Code Section 65962.5 and, as a result, would it create a 
significant hazard to the public or the environment?  

 

   ⌧ 

e) For a project located within an airport land use plan or, 
where such a plan has not been adopted, within two miles 
of a public airport or public use airport, would the project 
result in a safety hazard for people residing or working in 
the project area?  

 

   ⌧ 

f) For a project located within the vicinity of a private 
airstrip, would the project result in a safety hazard for 
people residing or working in the project area?  

 

   ⌧ 

g) Impair implementation of or physically interfere with an 
adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation 
plan?  

 

   ⌧ 

h) Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, 
injury or death involving wild land fires, including where 
wild lands are adjacent to urbanized areas or where 
residences are intermixed with wild lands?  

 

   ⌧ 

a) Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through the routine transport, use, or disposal of 
hazardous materials? 

Potential impacts from the routine transport, use or disposal of hazardous materials such as fuels, solvents 
and gases during construction or operation of the proposed project are considered less than significant. This 
finding is due to the fact that the proposed project would involve very limited use of hazardous materials 
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and any such use would be regulated by existing federal and state requirements. However, due to the nature 
of the project, and its future use, there will be some transport of hazardous material common to hospitals. 

 
The proposed addition to the Lodi Hospital will necessitate the routine use, transport or disposal of 
hazardous materials. A number of pharmaceuticals and chemicals used by the hospital may be classified 
as hazardous by Federal and State agencies.  The hospital also utilizes x-ray and radiation equipment that 
generates hazardous byproducts.  Finally, the waste generated by routine medical procedures, gloves, 
needles, bandages, etc. can be classified as bio-hazardous waste which requires special handling and 
disposal.  All these materials must be used, stored and disposed of in compliance with all local, State and 
Federal regulations.  They must also be transported to and from the site according to specific procedures. 
In order to eliminate any potential adverse impacts, the project proponent must use meet state and federal 
standards for use, disposal and transfer of hazardous waste.  The hospital is licensed by the State of 
California and must conform to strict guideline for the handling, storage and disposal of hazardous 
material. They must maintain strict records and undergo periodic inspections to assure compliance. 
 
Additionally, it should be noted that the hospital already operates as a full service facility and is currently 
meeting all applicable requirements for the handling of hazardous materials. The hospital addition will 
only expand their existing contracts to eliminate said wastes. Therefore, less than significant impact will 
occur. 

 
b) Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through reasonably foreseeable upset and 

accident conditions involving the release of hazardous materials into the environment? 
 

The potential for release of hazardous materials into the environment is negligible because the hospital 
follows strict protocols mandated by federal, state and local provisions. Therefore, it is not expected that 
an accident involving the release of hazardous materials into the environment would create a significant 
hazard to the public or the environment. There is the potential for an accidental release of fuel during 
construction equipment refueling, but the proposed project includes spill prevention measures and a 
resulting release of very small amounts of materials is not considered to have the potential to create a 
significant hazard to the public or the environment. 
 
If during the construction activity, asbestos is encountered, the removal and disposal of such material shall 
be done by a qualified contractor and work shall be done in compliance with all State and Federal 
regulations. Therefore, less than significant impact will result. 
 

c) Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely hazardous materials, substances, or waste within 
one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed school? 

 
Even though the project site is within one-quarter mile of an existing school, potential impacts from the 
routine transport, use or disposal of hazardous materials such as fuels, solvents and gases during 
construction or operation of the proposed project are considered less than significant. This finding is due 
to the fact that the proposed project would involve very limited use of hazardous materials and any such 
use would be regulated by existing federal and state requirements.  The hospital is already in operation 
and does not emit any hazardous materials that will effect nearby schools. Therefore, there will be less 
than significant impact. 

 
d) Be located on a site which is included on a list of hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to Government 

Code Section 65962.5 and, as a result, would it create a significant hazard to the public or the environment? 
 

According to the State Department of Toxic Substances Control’s EnviroSource database and the State 
Water Resources Control Board GeoTracker database, the project site is not included on a list of 
hazardous materials sites. The project is an infill development. As a result, the proposed project would not 
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create a significant hazard to the public or the environment. There would be no impact associated with the 
project. 

 
e) For a project located within an airport land use plan or, where such a plan has not been adopted, within two 

miles of a public airport or public use airport, would the project result in a safety hazard for people residing or 
working in the project area? 

 
The project site is not located within an airport land use plan, or within two miles of a public airport. 
Therefore, the project would not result in a safety hazard for people residing or working in the project 
area. There would be no impact. 

 
f) For a project located within the vicinity of a private airstrip, would the project result in a safety hazard for 

people residing or working in the project area? 
 

The project site is not located within the vicinity of an active private airstrip. Therefore, the project would 
not result in a safety hazard for people residing or working in the project area. There would be no impact. 

 
g) Impair implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted emergency response plan or emergency 

evacuation plan? 
 

The City of Lodi’s Emergency Plan is based on San Joaquin County’s Emergency Plan. The City and 
County Plans represent a comprehensive disaster preparedness program for the area. The proposed project 
would not impair implementation of, nor physically interfere with the City or County’s adopted 
emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan. No impact would result. 

 
h) Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or death involving wild land fires, including 

where wild lands are adjacent to urbanized areas or where residences are intermixed with wild lands? 
 

The project site is located in a developed urban area and is not located adjacent to natural areas that would 
be subject to wild land fires. Therefore, no impacts would occur as a result of the proposed project. 
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VIII. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY.  Would the 
project: 
 

    

a) Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge 
requirements?  

 

  ⌧  

b) Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere 
substantially with groundwater recharge such that there 
would be a net deficit in aquifer volume or a lowering of 
the local groundwater table level (e.g., the production rate 
of pre-existing nearby wells would drop to a level which 
would not support existing land uses or planned uses for 
which permits have been granted)?  

 

   ⌧ 
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c) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site 
or area, including through the alteration of the course of a 
stream or river, in a manner which would result in 
substantial erosion or siltation on- or off-site?  

 

   ⌧ 

d) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site 
or area, including through the alteration of the course of a 
stream or river, or substantially increase the rate or 
amount of surface runoff in a manner which would result 
in flooding on- or off-site?  

 

   ⌧ 

e) Create or contribute runoff water which would exceed the 
capacity of existing or planned stormwater drainage 
systems or provide substantial additional sources of 
polluted runoff?  

 

   ⌧ 

f) Otherwise substantially degrade water quality?  
 

   ⌧ 

g) Place housing within a 100-year flood hazard area as 
mapped on a federal Flood Hazard Boundary or Flood 
Insurance Rate Map or other flood hazard delineation 
map?  

 

   ⌧ 

h) Place within a 100-year flood hazard area structures 
which would impede or redirect flood flows?  

 

   ⌧ 

i) Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, 
injury or death involving flooding, including flooding of 
as a result of the failure of a levee or dam?  

 

   ⌧ 

j) Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow?  
 

   ⌧ 

a) Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements? 
 

Due to the nature of the project, the hospital uses and generates certain wastes products that may require 
special disposal.  The hospital will need to comply with all State and Federal requirements for disposal into 
the sanitary waste system.  They will also be required to complete a wastewater survey so that the City can 
determine what they are proposing to discharge into the City’s sewer system.  Based on the survey, the City 
will determine what can be put into the City’s wastewater system to make sure that discharge does not 
compromise the City’s treatment facility or the treated wastewater water discharged from the facility.  
There will be a less than significant impact. 

 
 

J:\Community Development\Planning\NEGDEC\2006\06-04 Negative Declaration Lodi Memorial Hospital.doc (3/30/2007)  24

chulem
257



b) Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere substantially with groundwater recharge such that 
there would be a net deficit in aquifer volume or a lowering of the local groundwater table level (e.g., the 
production rate of pre-existing nearby wells would drop to a level which would not support existing land uses 
or planned uses for which permits have been granted)? 

 
In and of itself, this project is negligible in its use of underground water. Most of the site is already covered 
by existing buildings or parking areas and the addition will not significantly increase the amount of 
impervious surface.  The construction of additional hospital rooms will increase the amount of water used 
by the facility. However, The City has secured a source of surface water that will be used to supplement the 
City’s well water supply.  The City has two options; either treat the water and put it into the City’s water 
system or use the water to recharge the City’s underground aquifer.  In either case, the additional water will 
improve the City’s ability to provide water to its citizens with out further depleting the groundwater table. 
Beyond that, the City currently has sufficient water to serve the project. Therefore, the proposed project 
would not substantially deplete groundwater supplies, nor would it interfere with City’s groundwater 
extraction. Therefore, there will be no impact. 

 
c) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including through the alteration of the 

course of a stream or river, in a manner which would result in substantial erosion or siltation on- or off-site? 
 

The project site does not contain a stream or river, nor is it located in proximity to a stream or river. 
Implementation of proposed project would not alter the existing drainage pattern of the area, nor would not 
alter the course of a stream or river resulting in substantial erosion or siltation. There would be no impact. 

 
d) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including through the alteration of the 

course of a stream or river, or substantially increase the rate or amount of surface runoff in a manner which 
would result in flooding on- or off-site? 

 
The project site does not contain a stream or river, nor is it located in proximity to a stream or river. 
Therefore, the proposed project would not alter the existing drainage pattern of the area, nor would it alter 
the course of a stream or river resulting in substantial increase in the rate or amount of surface runoff in a 
manner that would result in flooding. There would be no impact. 

 
e) Create or contribute runoff water which would exceed the capacity of existing or planned stormwater drainage 

systems or provide substantial additional sources of polluted runoff? 
 

The proposed project will not significantly increase storm water runoff. The existing drainage system is 
designed to handle future development consistent with build-out of the City’s General Plan; therefore, the 
existing storm drain system would have the capacity to accommodate the proposed project. Thus, there will 
occur no impact.  
 

f) Otherwise substantially degrade water quality? 
 

See discussion under Checklist Item VIII.a. No impact would result. 
 
g) Place housing within a 100-year flood hazard area as mapped on a federal Flood Hazard Boundary or Flood 

Insurance Rate Map or other flood hazard delineation map? 
 

The project site is not located within an area mapped by the Federal Emergency Management Agency 
(FEMA) Flood Insurance Rate Maps (FIRM) as a 100-year flood hazard area, nor does the project propose 
the construction of housing. Therefore, no impacts would occur as a result of the proposed project. 

 
 

J:\Community Development\Planning\NEGDEC\2006\06-04 Negative Declaration Lodi Memorial Hospital.doc (3/30/2007)  25

chulem
258



h) Place within a 100-year flood hazard area structures which would impede or redirect flood flows? 
 

See Checklist Item VIII.g., above. No impact would result. 
 
i) Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or death involving flooding, including flooding 

of as a result of the failure of a levee or dam? 
 

The entire City of Lodi is located within an inundation dam area.  The levee system along the Mokelumne 
River is of sufficient height to protect the City from 100-year flood flow,; however, the majority of Central 
Valley would be inundated during 500-year flood event. Since this is an infill project, it would not expose 
people or structures to any risk of flooding that would not affect any other part of the City. As such, no 
impact would result. 

 
j) Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow? 
 

A seiche is the tide-like rise and drop of water in a closed body of water caused by earthquake-induced 
seismic shaking or strong winds. A tsunami is a series of large waves generated by a strong offshore 
earthquake or volcanic eruption. Given the substantial distance of the site from San Francisco Bay or the 
Pacific Ocean, tsunami waves would not be a threat to the site. There is no large land of water on or within 
the vicinity of the site, resulting in no seiche hazard. The proposed project site is flat and does not have any 
steep slopes or hillsides that would be susceptible to mudflows or landslides. Therefore, no impact would 
occur. 
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IX. LAND USE AND PLANNING.  Would the project: 
 

    

a) Physically divide an established community?  
 

  ⌧  

b) Conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or 
regulation of an agency with jurisdiction over the project 
(including, but not limited to the general plan, specific plan, 
local coastal program, or zoning ordinance) adopted for the 
purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect? 

 

   ⌧ 

c) Conflict with any applicable habitat conservation plan or 
natural community conservation plan?  

 

   ⌧ 

a) Physically divide an established community? 
 

The proposed project would not physically divide an established community. It proposes to demolish 6 
existing single-family dwellings and incorporate the land into the hospital campus for additional parking 
and landscaping.  The houses back up to hospital grounds and incorporating them in the project will not 
affect pedestrian or vehicular circulation patterns in the neighborhood. There would be no impact 
associated with the project. 
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b) Conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation of an agency with jurisdiction over the 
project (including, but not limited to the general plan, specific plan, local coastal program, or zoning 
ordinance) adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect? 

 
The proposed project would be consistent with the City’s General Plan policies and Zoning Ordinance 
regulations, and would not conflict with any other land use plan, policy or regulation adopted for the 
purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect. No impact would result. 

 
c) Conflict with any applicable habitat conservation plan or natural community conservation plan? 
 

The City of Lodi adopted the San Joaquin County Multi-Species Habitat Conservation and Open Space 
Plan (SJCMSHCP) in 2001. The conservation plan was developed to mitigate impacts to plant and 
wildlife habitat resulting from the loss of open space. Pursuant to the SJCMSHCP, the proposed project 
would be subject to a Development Fee, which would pay for the preservation of lands used to mitigate 
the cumulative impacts related to new development, including but not limited to acquisition, enhancement, 
restoration, maintenance and/or operation of habitat/open space conservation lands. The payment of this 
fee would ensure the proposed project’s compliance with the SJCMSHCP. No impact would result. 

 
 

 Potentially 
Significant 
Impact 

Potentially 
Significant 
Unless 
Mitigation 
Incorporate
d 

Less 
Than 
Significa
nt Impact

No 
Impact 

X. MINERAL RESOURCES.   Would the project: 
 

    

a) Result in the loss of availability of a known mineral 
resource that would be of value to the region and the 
residents of the State?  

 

   ⌧ 

b) Result in the loss of availability of a locally-important 
mineral resource recovery site delineated on a local 
general plan, specific plan or other land use plan?  

 

   ⌧ 

a) Result in the loss of availability of a known mineral resource that would be of value to the region and the 
residents of the State? 

 
According to the City’s General Plan, the subject property and surrounding area are not known to contain 
regionally and/or state valued mineral resources. Therefore, implementation of the proposed project would 
not result in an impact to mineral resources. 

 
b) Result in the loss of availability of a locally-important mineral resource recovery site delineated on a local 

general plan, specific plan or other land use plan? 
 

The subject property has not been historically used for mineral extraction. In addition, the City’s General 
Plan does not identify the project site as a locally important mineral resource recovery site. There would 
be no impact. 
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XI. NOISE.   Would the project result in: 
 

    

a) Exposure of persons to or generation of noise levels in 
excess of standards established in the local general plan or 
noise ordinance, or applicable standards of other 
agencies?  

 

  ⌧  

b) Exposure of persons to or generation of excessive ground 
borne vibration or ground borne noise levels?  

 

   ⌧ 

c) A substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels 
in the project vicinity above levels existing without the 
project?  

 

  ⌧  

d) A substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient 
noise levels in the project vicinity above levels existing 
without the project?   

 

 ⌧   

e) For a project located within an airport land use plan or, 
where such a plan has not been adopted, within two miles 
of a public airport or public use airport, would the project 
expose people residing or working in the project area to 
excessive noise levels?  

 

   ⌧ 

f) For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, 
would the project expose people residing or working in 
the project area to excessive noise levels?  

 

   ⌧ 

a) Exposure of persons to or generation of noise levels in excess of standards established in the local general 
plan or noise ordinance, or applicable standards of other agencies? 

 
The proposed project will be the expansion of an existing hospital. Because hospitals are designed to treat 
and care for people with health problems on a 24-hour basis, they are aware of the need for low levels of 
noise, particularly at night.  All equipment installed as a part of this project will be designed to meet strict 
standards for noise attenuation.  Most of the large equipment like generators and chillers will be installed in 
a new central plant building behind the Hospital.  The plant will be a fully enclosed building that will be 
designed to limit the amount of noise that will escape the building.  
 
Additionally, the hospital is buffered on all four sides by streets and non-residential uses, including offices, 
parking lots and schools.  Noise levels in the completed project will not be any higher than levels produced 
by the existing hospital operation. 
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b) Exposure of persons to or generation of excessive ground borne vibration or ground borne noise levels? 
 

Ground borne vibrations occur when a vibration source causes soil particles to move or vibrate. Sources of 
ground borne vibrations include natural events (earthquakes, volcanic eruptions, sea waves, landslides, 
etc.) and human created events (explosions, operation of heavy machinery and heavy trucks, etc.). The 
proposed project would not involve any permanent operations that would generate excessive ground borne 
vibrations or ground borne noise levels. There would no impact. 

 
c) A substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above levels existing without 

the project? 
 

Refer to Checklist Item, XI.a. above. The project will not result in a significant increase in noise levels and, 
therefore, would not create a permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the vicinity of the project site. 
Impacts would be less than significant. 

 
 
d) A substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above levels 

existing without the project? 
 

As stated in Checklist Item XI.a. and XI.c., the proposed project’s operational features would not 
permanently generate or expose people to excessive amounts of noise or ground borne noise levels. 
However, short-term noise levels and ground borne vibrations created during the project’s construction 
may create a temporary increase in noise levels to the neighboring properties.  Construction noise will be 
temporary and will end once the project is completed.  Most of the noise will be in the early phases of the 
project during site grading, demolition and framing of the exterior of the buildings. Construction related 
noise impacts may be significant without the implementation of mitigation measures. The proposed 
project’s compliance with these mitigation measures would reduce potentially significant short-term noise 
impacts to a less than significant level. 
 
The following conditions are part of a normal building permit process. The City intends to impose the 
conditions are part of the building process. As such, there will occur no further impact. 

 
Conditions for obtaining a build permit will include, but are not limited to:  
       During Construction: 

• Prior to the issuance of building and/or grading permits, the project sponsor shall demonstrate, to the 
satisfaction of the City of Lodi, that the project would comply with the following measures; 

• The project’s construction activities including grading, excavation and trenching shall be limited to 
between the hours of 7:00 a.m. and 7:00 p.m. weekdays and Saturdays. No construction activities shall be 
permitted on Sundays or holidays unless prior approval is given by the City of Lodi Community 
Development Department. In addition, construction hours, allowable workdays, and the telephone number 
of the job superintendent shall be clearly posted at all construction entrances. 

• All construction equipment are properly muffled and maintained in proper working order. 
• The use of low-pressure steam blows or temporary blowouts silencers should be used whenever possible. 
• Construction traffic must be routed along arterial streets to the extent possible, not through residential or 

minor streets. 
• The project will be required to comply with all requirements of the City’s Noise Ordinance. 
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e) For a project located within an airport land use plan or, where such a plan has not been adopted, within two 
miles of a public airport or public use airport, would the project expose people residing or working in the 
project area to excessive noise levels? 

 
The project site is not located within an airport land use plan, or within two miles of a public airport or 
public use airport. No impact would result. 

 
f) For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, would the project expose people residing or working in 

the project area to excessive noise levels? 
 
The project site is not located within an airport land use plan, or within two miles of a public airport or 
public use airport. No impact would result. 

 
 
 
 

 Potentially 
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XII.  POPULATION AND HOUSING.  Would the project: 
 

    

a) Induce substantial population growth in an area, either 
directly (for example, by proposing new homes and 
businesses) or indirectly (for example, through extension of 
roads or other infrastructure)?  

 

   ⌧ 

b) Displace substantial numbers of existing housing, 
necessitating the construction of replacement housing 
elsewhere?  

 

  ⌧  

c) Displace substantial numbers of people, necessitating the 
construction of replacement housing elsewhere?  

 
 

   ⌧ 

a) Induce substantial population growth in an area, either directly (for example, by proposing new homes and 
businesses) or indirectly (for example, through extension of roads or other infrastructure)? 

 
The proposed project would not include the construction of residential units, nor require the extension of 
roads or other infrastructure that could directly or indirectly induce substantial population growth. The 
project would create approximately ten new jobs. However, the creation of ten new jobs would not induce 
a substantial population growth. No impact would result. 

 
b) Displace substantial numbers of existing housing, necessitating the construction of replacement housing 

elsewhere? 
 

Implementation of the proposed project would result in the demolition of 6 vacant single-family residences. 
However, the proposed demolition would not necessitate the construction of replacement housing 
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elsewhere because the houses were purchased from the previous owners and the residents have voluntarily 
relocated in the Lodi area. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant. 

 
c) Displace substantial numbers of people, necessitating the construction of replacement housing elsewhere? 
 

See discussion under Checklist Item XII.b., above. Although the proposed project would result in the 
demolition of 6 vacant single-family residences, it would not displace a significant number of people.  
There is a sufficient stock of available replacement housing in the Lodi area and the previous residents 
have relocated to other housing.  No significant impact would result. 

 

 Potentially 
Significant 
Impact 

Potentially 
Significant 
Unless 
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Less 
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No 
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XIII. PUBLIC SERVICES.  
 

    

a) Would the project result in substantial adverse physical 
impacts associated with the provision of new or physically 
altered governmental facilities, need for new or physically 
altered governmental facilities, the construction of which 
could cause significant environmental impacts, in order to 
maintain acceptable service ratios, response times or other 
performance objectives for any of the public services:  

 
A) Fire protection?  
 

   ⌧ 

B) Police protection?  
 

   ⌧ 

C) Schools?  
 

   ⌧ 

D) Parks?  
 

   ⌧ 

E) Other public facilities?  
 

 

   ⌧ 

a) Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of new or 
physically altered governmental facilities, need for new or physically altered governmental facilities, the 
construction of which could cause significant environmental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable service 
ratios, response times or other performance objectives for any of the public services:  

 
a) Fire protection? 
 

The City of Lodi Fire Department would provide fire service to the project site. The Fire Department 
has four fire stations located within the City. The City’s fire protection and established service ratios are 
based on the full build-out of the City’s General Plan. Given that the proposed project is an infill 
development, the project would not involve new or more intensive impacts to fire protection services 
than those already projected by that document. No impact would occur.  
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b) Police protection?  
 

The City of Lodi Police Department would provide law enforcement services to the project site. The 
project site is located in the Heritage Patrol District, which encompasses many of the older residential 
neighborhoods in the City, as well as large business and industrial districts. The City’s police 
departments established service ratios are based on the full build-out of the City’s General Plan. Given 
that the proposed project is an infill development, the project would not involve new or more intensive 
impacts to police protection services than those already projected by that document. No impact would 
occur. 
 

c) Schools? 
 

The proposed project would require no school services, nor would create the need for new or expanded 
facilities as no new residential units are proposed. No impact would result. 

 
d) Parks 
 

The proposed project would not contribute to the demand on existing parks, nor require the dedication 
of additional parkland as no new residential units are proposed. No impact would result. 

 
e) Other public facilities? 

 
Issues related to the provision of other public services have not been identified. Therefore, no impact 
would result. 
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Significa
nt Impact
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XIV. RECREATION.      
 

a) Would the project increase the use of existing neighborhood 
and regional parks or other recreational facilities such that 
substantial physical deterioration of the facility would occur 
or be accelerated?  

 

   ⌧ 

b) Does the project include recreational facilities or require the 
construction or expansion of recreational facilities which 
might have an adverse physical effect on the environment? 

 

   ⌧ 

a) Would the project increase the use of existing neighborhood and regional parks or other recreational facilities 
such that substantial physical deterioration of the facility would occur or be accelerated? 

 
The proposed project would not create additional demand for existing neighborhood or regional parks or 
other recreational facilities as no new residential units are proposed. No impact would result. 
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b) Does the project include recreational facilities or require the construction or expansion of recreational 
facilities which might have an adverse physical effect on the environment? 

 
The proposed project would not include the construction or expansion of recreational facilities, nor would it 
require the construction or expansion of recreational facilities. Therefore, no impact would occur. 
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XV. TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC.  Would the project: 
 

    

a) Cause an increase in traffic which is substantial in relation to 
the existing traffic load and capacity of the street system 
(i.e., result in a substantial increase in either the number of 
vehicle trips, the volume to capacity ratio on roads, or 
congestion at intersections)?  

 

  ⌧  

b) Exceed, either individually or cumulatively, a level of 
service standard established by the county congestion 
management agency or designated roads or highways?  

 

  ⌧  

c) Result in a change in air traffic patterns, including either an 
increase in traffic levels or a change in location that result in 
substantial safety risks?  

 

   ⌧ 

d) Substantially increase hazards due to a design feature (e.g., 
sharp curves or dangerous intersections) or incompatible 
uses (e.g., farm equipment)?  

 

   ⌧ 

e) Result in inadequate emergency access?  
 

  ⌧  

f) Result in inadequate parking capacity?  
 

  ⌧  

g) Conflict with adopted polices, plans, or programs supporting 
alternative transportation (e.g., bus turnouts, bicycle racks)? 

 

   ⌧ 

a) Cause an increase in traffic which is substantial in relation to the existing traffic load and capacity of the 
street system (i.e., result in a substantial increase in either the number of vehicle trips, the volume to capacity 
ratio on roads, or congestion at intersections)? 

 
Fehr & Peers Transportation Consultants prepared a technical memorandum (see attached), which 
evaluated existing and future traffic conditions and level of trip generations at all hospital driveways 
inbound and out bound traffic. The main hospital driveway on Ham Lane was recounted on Wednesday 
May 3 and Thursday May 4, 2006. The findings were: 
 
Existing Hospital and School Driveways 
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Ham Lane borders the west side of the Lodi Memorial Hospital East campus with Vine Street to the north 
and Park Street to the South. A median lane is provided in Ham Lane along the project frontage of the 
hospital. The key driveways along Ham Lane are described below:  
 
Main Hospital Driveway is aligned directly across Park Street. This driveway handles inbound and 
outbound traffic to the main hospital parking area.  
 
Conrad building hospital driveway is located south of the Conrad building.  
School bus loop driveway operates as a one-way loop with the inbound driveway to the north and 
outbound driveway to the south. No parking stalls are provided in this area. 

 
Main school driveways provide access to the middle school parking lot. Angled parking stalls are 
provided in the lot and are primarily used by the school staff/faculty. A separate inbound and outbound 
driveway is provided and the driveways are located north of Park Street and the main hospital driveway. 
Level of service calculations were conducted to evaluate existing operations of the school exit driveway 
and at the hospital driveway on Ham Lane. The LOS calculations (see Attachment B) indicate that the 
outbound school driveway operates at an LOS F (>100 seconds/vehicles of delay) during all three peak 
hours. The hospital driveway on Ham Lane, opposite Park Street, operates at an LOS E during the AM 
peak hour, LOS F during the afternoon peak hour and LOS C during the PM peak hour. AM peak hours 
were 8:00 am to 9:00 am; midday peak hours constituted 12:00 p.m. to 1:00 p.m. and afternoon peak hours 
were 3 p.m., after school ends. 
 
 
Ham Lane Driveway Observations 
AM, afternoon, and PM peak period observations were conducted on Ham Lane to assess the current 
operations of the hospital and middle school. Based on observations conducted during the AM peak period, 
no excessive queues or delays were observed on Ham Lane. An observed queue of 1-3 vehicles in the 
median lane was noted for the northbound left-turn into the school. A max queue of 3 vehicles was 
observed for the southbound left turning movement (inbound to hospital) at the Park Street/Ham Lane 
intersection. Afternoon peak observations show that when school ends (3 pm) vehicles queue in the median 
lane to enter the school site. On average this queue is 5 vehicles long. This is sometimes caused by 
inadequate on-site storage of vehicles and drivers not wanting to pull forward so they can exit without 
circulating through the parking area. During the PM peak period no school traffic was observed and 
hospital traffic was generally lighter compared to the AM and afternoon peak periods. 
 
Based on the above discussion, the proposed project would cause a less than  significant increase in traffic, 
in relation to existing traffic load and capacity of the street system.  

 
Implementation of the following suggested mitigation measure would further reduce traffic congestion to no impact 
level:  
With the proposed alignment of the new main hospital driveway and the existing school driveways, conflicts would 
occur during morning drop off and afternoon pick-up times when the median lane would be used to access the 
school and hospital at the same time.  

• To avoid these conflicts it is recommended that the two school driveways be consolidated into one 
driveway that would form the west leg of the Ham Lane/Main Hospital Driveway. This reconfigured 
school driveway would eliminate potential conflicts by providing ingress and egress at one driveway and 
provide a standard four leg intersection. Figure 4 presents the proposed configuration of the driveways. 

• Construct a possible layout for the school site that would provide more on-site storage for pick-ups and 
drop-offs and reduce the potential queuing on Ham Lane. A separate left and right-turn outbound lane is 
recommended. The new layout is expected to reduce congestion at the school driveway and provide a safer 
pedestrian environment by reducing the number of conflict points. In addition, we recommend that the 
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school staff direct vehicles during pick-up and drop-off periods to reduce potential conflicts. To minimize 
off-site queuing, the primary pickup/ drop-off area should be designated as far to the west as possible. 

• Pedestrian crosswalks across Ham Lane would likely be installed if a traffic signal is provided at the new 
Ham Lane/Main Hospital Driveway. Increased pedestrian crossings across Ham Lane would result and the 
potential for parents to use the hospital lot to pick-up or drop-off children. The new site plan for the 
hospital includes an additional driveway on Ham Lane, south of Park Street. With the new driveway and 
the reconfigured parking layout, traffic circulation patterns onsite could change substantially from the 
existing patterns. We recommend that the new Ham Lane/Main Hospital Driveway be monitored annually 
for a 5-year period after completion of the hospital expansion. This time period will allow for additional 
observations and verification of the projected volumes to determine the need for a traffic signal. 

 
b) Exceed, either individually or cumulatively, a level of service standard established by the county congestion 

management agency or designated roads or highways?  
 

Refer to Checklist XIV.a. The proposed project would have a less than significant impact on LOS. 
 
c) Result in a change in air traffic patterns, including either an increase in traffic levels or a change in location 

that result in substantial safety risks? 
 

The proposed project would not have any impact on air traffic patterns because the project site is not 
located near an airport. No related impacts would occur as a result of the proposed project. 

 
d) Substantially increase hazards due to a design feature (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous intersections) or 

incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment)? 
 

The proposed project would not have any impact as a result of design features. Thus, no impact would 
occur. 

 
e) Result in inadequate emergency access? 
 

Design plans for the proposed project indicate two access points for emergency vehicles. Therefore, the 
proposed project would provide adequate emergency access to the site. There would be no significant 
impact. 

 
f) Result in inadequate parking capacity?  
 

According to Chapter 17.60 (Off-Street Parking) of the City of Lodi Municipal Code, hospitals are required 
to provide one parking space for each three beds. In order to fulfill parking lot requirements, as part of the 
project the hospital will also expand their parking lot by removing six single-family residences and 
replacing them with parking and landscaping. Therefore, the proposed project would not result in 
inadequate parking capacity. No significant impact would result. 

 
g) Conflict with adopted polices, plans, or programs supporting alternative transportation (e.g., bus turnouts, 

bicycle racks)? 
 

The proposed project would not conflict with adopted policies, plans or programs supporting alternative 
transportation. No impact would result. 
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XVI. UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS.  Would the 
project: 
 

    

a) Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the 
applicable Regional Water Quality Control Board?  

 

  ⌧  

b) Require or result in the construction of new water or 
wastewater treatment facilities or expansion of existing 
facilities, the construction of which could cause significant 
environmental effects?  

 

  ⌧  

c) Require or result in the construction of new storm water 
drainage facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the 
construction of which could cause significant 
environmental effects?  

 

  ⌧  

d) Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the project 
from existing entitlements and resources, or are new or 
expanded entitlements needed?  

 

  ⌧  

e) Result in a determination by the wastewater treatment 
provider which serves or may serve the project that it has 
adequate capacity to serve the project=s projected demand 
in addition to the provider=s existing commitments?  

 

  ⌧  

f) Be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted capacity to 
accommodate the project=s solid waste disposal needs?  

 

  ⌧  

g) Comply with federal, State, and local statutes and 
regulations related to solid waste?  

 

   ⌧ 

a) Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the applicable Regional Water Quality Control Board? 
 

The proposed project would utilize the City’s White slough wastewater Treatment Facility. The increased 
flow from the new hospital additions would be minor and  not exceed wastewater treatment requirements 
of the Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board. There will be less than significant impact.  

 
b) Require or result in the construction of new water or wastewater treatment facilities or expansion of existing 

facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental effects? 
 

The project site is located in an urbanized area that contains existing water and wastewater infrastructure. 
The proposed project would not require the construction of new water or wastewater treatment facilities or 
the expansion of existing facilities because there is adequate capacity to serve the proposed the new 
addition portion of the hospital. There will be less than significant impact. 
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c) Require or result in the construction of new storm water drainage facilities or expansion of existing facilities, 
the construction of which could cause significant environmental effects? 

 
The City of Lodi owns and maintains a variety of storm water facilities, including storm drain lines; pump 
stations, inlet catch basins, drainage ditches, and retention and detention facilities. City storm water is 
discharged to the Mokelumne River and the Woodbridge Irrigation Canal. The proposed project would 
connect to the existing storm water drainage system. The existing storm drain system has the capacity to 
accommodate the proposed project. Thus, the project would not require or result in the construction of 
new or expanded storm water drainage facilities and impacts would be less than significant. 

 
d) Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the project from existing entitlements and resources, or are 

new or expanded entitlements needed? 
 

The City of Lodi Water Utility supplies and distributes potable water, as well as recycled water to the City 
and to some areas outside the City’s jurisdiction. According to the City’s Urban Water Management Plan 
(UWMP), the City currently has a net surplus in water supply given the City’s current water entitlements 
and current water demand. In addition, year 2030 projections show the City with a net surplus in water 
supply. The UWMP analyzed future growth within the City based on land use assumptions depicted in the 
City’s General Plan. The proposed project would not deviate from those land use assumptions; therefore, 
sufficient water supplies would be available and impacts would be less than significant. 

 
e) Result in a determination by the wastewater treatment provider which serves or may serve the project that it 

has adequate capacity to serve the project’s projected demand in addition to the provider’s existing 
commitments? 

 
The City of Lodi Public Works Department provides wastewater treatment for the City of Lodi. 
Wastewater in the City of Lodi is treated at the White Slough Water Pollution Control Facility 
(WSWPCF). The facility has been expanded to a design capacity of 8.5 million gallons (mgd) per day. 
However, the facility has permits to operate at 7.0 mgd per day. The WSWPCF currently treats 
approximately 6.2 mgd per day, which means the facility has a net surplus capacity of 0.8 mgd per day 
(“permitted” capacity). The facility’s design capacity could accommodate an additional 2.3 mgd per day. 
The proposed project would result in a small increase in demand on wastewater treatment. However, 
given WSWPCF’s capacity to treat additional wastewater flow, impacts would be less than significant. 

 
f) Be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted capacity to accommodate the project’s solid waste disposal 

needs? 
 

Solid waste management and disposal within the City of Lodi is provided by the Central Valley Waste 
Services. Solid waste is transported to a Transfer Station and Buy-Back Recycling Center. Waste is then 
deposited at the North County Landfill, which is owned and operated by San Joaquin County. The North 
County Landfill is a Class III facility that is permitted to accept 825 tons of solid waste per day. On 
average, the landfill receives 400 tons per day, and has a remaining lifetime capacity of approximately 6.0 
million tons, which would equate to approximately 30 years. 
 
The proposed project would generate an increase in the amount of solid waste. However, the North 
County Landfill has sufficient capacity to accommodate the proposed project’s solid waste needs. 
Therefore, implementation of the proposed project would result in a less than significant impact. 
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g) Comply with federal, State, and local statutes and regulations related to solid waste? 
 

Some of the waste generated by the hospital is medical waste that can not be disposed of in a conventional 
solid waste facility.  This material must be collected, stored, transported and disposed of separately and 
taken to a disposal facility licensed to handle this class of waste.  The hospital currently handles the same 
type of waste and complies with all regulatory requirements. The proposed project will comply with 
federal, state, and local statutes related to solid waste. No solid waste regulatory impacts will occur as a 
result of the project. 
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XVII. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE. 
 

    

a) Does the project have the potential to degrade the quality 
of the environment, substantially reduce the habitat of a 
fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife population 
to drop below self-sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a 
plant or animal community, reduce the number or restrict 
the range of a rare or endangered plant or animal, or 
eliminate important examples of the major periods of 
California history or prehistory?  

 

   ⌧ 

b) Does the project have impacts that are individually limited, 
but cumulatively considerable?  (“Cumulatively 
considerable” means that the incremental effects of a 
project are considerable when viewed in connection with 
the effects of past projects, the effects of other current 
projects, and the effects of probable future projects.)  

 

  ⌧  

c) Does the project have environmental effects which will 
cause substantial adverse effects on human beings, either 
directly or indirectly?  

 

  ⌧  

a) Does the project have the potential to degrade the quality of the environment, substantially reduce the habitat 
of a fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife population to drop below self-sustaining levels, threaten 
to eliminate a plant or animal community, reduce the number or restrict the range of a rare or endangered 
plant or animal, or eliminate important examples of the major periods of California history or prehistory?   

 
As documented in this Initial Study, the implementation of the proposed project would no significant 
impacts on biological and cultural resources since it is in-fill project. Implementation of the proposed 
project would not result in the loss of open space habitat (row and field crops) and associated wildlife; 
would not threaten a plant or animal community, would not reduce the number or restrict the range of a 
rare or endangered plant or animal, or eliminate important examples of the major periods of California 
history or prehistory. It is an in-fill project. Therefore, there will be no impact. 
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b) Does the project have impacts that are individually limited, but cumulatively considerable? (“Cumulatively 
considerable” means that the incremental effects of a project are considerable when viewed in connection 
with the effects of past projects, the effects of other current projects, and the effects of probable future 
projects.)   

 
The proposed project would construct a new hospital wing onto the existing Lodi Memorial Hospital on a 
17.56-acre site. The project site is currently developed with a hospital, two medical office buildings and 
an Advanced Imaging Center, as well as related parking and landscaping.  The site is located in an area 
that is fully developed with a variety of urban uses.  Other than increasing the number of beds in the 
hospital, the project will not change the operational nature of the site. Therefore, incremental impacts 
associated with the proposed project would not be cumulatively considerable. Impacts would be less than 
significant. 

 
 
c) Does the project have environmental effects which will cause substantial adverse effects on human beings, 

either directly or indirectly?   
 

As discussed in this Initial Study, temporary air quality and noise impacts from construction would be less 
than significant with the implementation of recommended mitigation measures. Therefore, the proposed 
project would not have permanent significant environmental effects that would cause direct or indirect 
adverse effects to human beings. 
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CITY OF LODI 
PLANNING COMMISSION 
Staff Report 

MEETING DATE: February 28, 2007 
 
APPLICATION NO: Use Permit: 07-U-02 
 
REQUEST: Request for a Use Permit to convert six residential parcels 

located at 1201, 1139, 1133, 1127, 1121, 1115 Cardinal 
Street (APN: 031-080-02, 031-080-03, 031-080-04, 031-
080-05, 031-080-06, 031-080-07,  respectively), to parking 
and to be incorporated into the surface parking lot for Lodi 
Memorial Hospital. (Applicant: Lodi Memorial Hospital. File 
Number: 07-U-02). 

 
LOCATION: 975 South Fairmont Street 

Lodi, CA 95241 
(APN: 031-070-40) 

 
APPLICANT:   Lodi Memorial Hospital 
 
 
PROPERTY OWNER: Lodi Memorial Hospital 

975 South Fairmont Avenue 
Lodi, CA 95240  

 
RECOMMENDATION 
Staff recommends that the Planning Commission approve the request of Lodi Memorial 
Hospital for a Use Permit to allow the hospital to remove six single-family houses and 
replace them with an expanded hospital parking lot. 
 
PROJECT/AREA DESCRIPTION 

General Plan Designation: O –Office and LDR - Low Density Residential. 

Zoning Designation: RCP, Residential-Commercial Professional and R-2, 
Single Family Residential. 

PROPERTY SIZE: 17.56 acres 

The adjacent zoning and land use are as follows: 

North: R-C-P, Residential, Commercial and Professional.  

South: R-C-P, Residential, Commercial and Professional. 

West: PUB, Lodi Unified School District.  

East: R-1 and R-2, Single Family Residential. 
 
SUMMARY 
The applicant, Lodi Memorial Hospital, is requesting a Use Permit to allow the removal 
of six single-family residences in order to expand their a parking lot, landscaping and a 
block wall. The six residential parcels are adjacent to the south side of the hospital’s 
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existing parking lot.  The hospital is planning to construct a major addition to the Lodi 
Memorial Hospital that would take-up some of their existing parking areas.  In order for 
the hospital to maintain their required number of parking spaces, they must add 
additional parking somewhere else on the site.  They have purchased the six residential 
parcels adjacent to their property with the intent of utilizing them to expand the parking 
area.  The Hospital is requesting this Use Permit in conjunction with their application for 
a rezoning request to Planned Development, PD (File# 07-Z-01) and a Development 
Plan approval that will permit the hospital expansion. The proposed hospital expansion 
is planned to be completed in three phases. The initial phase will consist of the 
construction of the new South Wing Addition, Central Utility Plant and parking and site 
improvements. The proposed construction of the expanded parking lot will be part of the 
first phase of construction. 
 
The expanded parking project will be constructed on hospital property.  Over the past 
year or so, the hospital has purchased the six residential properties. They are proposing 
to sell and move the houses to other locations.  Once the parcels are cleared, an 
existing wall that separates the properties from the existing hospital grounds will be 
removed and the land incorporated into the existing hospital parking layout.  A new wall 
will be south of the new parking area, parallel to Cardinal Street.  The 20-foot deep 
setback area between the wall and the Cardinal Street sidewalk will then be landscaped 
to provide a green buffer between the street and the hospital complex. 
 
BACKGROUND 
The proposed project area is located in a transitional area with medical and business 
offices to the north and east and residential uses to the south and west.  The area north 
of the hospital is zoned RCP, residential commercial professional and is developed 
primarily with health care related offices and facilities.  Fairmont Ave., which borders the 
hospital property on the east, and Ham Lane which borders the hospital property on the 
west, are the primary medical office areas in the City.  South of the Hospital property the 
area is zoned residential and is primarily developed with single-family houses.  There is 
a large school, Lodi Middle School, located west of the hospital, across Ham Lane. The 
Lodi Memorial Hospital and their affiliated entities own a total of 17.56 acres at the 
project location, including the six residential lots along Cardinal Street, which the hospital 
proposes to incorporate into their project and will utilize the land for additional parking 
and for a landscaped buffer along Cardinal Street.  
 
The Hospital would like a separate Use Permit to demolish the 6 residential units and 
expand their surface parking because of time constraints. It is understood the Hospital 
would like to prepare the Campus for construction in order to ensure continuous 
operation of the Hospital. The process of obtaining the requested rezoning to Planned 
Development and approval of the Development Plan for the entire hospital addition 
requires City Council action. That action is by ordinance which requires 2 Council 
meetings and a 30 day waiting period to be finaled. The entire process would delay 
when the 6 residential units could be removed and the parking expanded.   
 

ANALYSIS 
The applicant, Lodi Memorial Hospital is proposing to build a new four-story addition to 
their existing hospital building.  One of the main reasons for the expansion is the need to 
construct a modern hospital facility that will comply with current seismic standards.  The 
existing hospital contains 147,347 square feet of building area and 107-beds in a three-
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story structure.  The Phase One expansion will add a new south wing that will add 
131,229 square feet of building area and accommodate 90 beds.  Once completed, the 
hospital will have a total of 362,082 square feet and 157-beds.  (The total number of 
beds reflects the removal of 28-beds in the existing west hospital wing due to seismic 
requirements and additional beds lost elsewhere due to the remodeling). The project will 
also include the construction of a new 14,506 square-foot, two-story central plant 
adjacent to the hospital that will house the mechanical equipment, utilities and other 
support equipment for the hospital.   
 
The proposed surface parking will be constructed within the existing boundaries of the 
hospital property except for a small area on the south edge of the development.  There 
are eight residential parcels located on the north side of Cardinal Street that back up to 
the hospital property.  The hospital has purchased six of these houses and proposes to 
incorporate these properties into the project and will utilize the land for additional parking 
and for a landscaped buffer along Cardinal Street. As part of this Use Permit, the 
hospital would like to cover all works related to traffic circulation including, but not limited 
to, a new Ham Lane entrance, new driveways on Fairmont Ave. and modifications to on-
site traffic flow. Staff finds that issuance of a Use Permit for this particular project 
benefits the community since this project will ensure continuous operation of the 
Hospital.  
 
The Use Permit will allow the Hospital to remove the 6 residential units on Cardinal 
Street, along with the existing screening wall and the residential landscaping. The 
Hospital proposes to incorporate those 6 lots into the hospital campus, replacing the 
houses with parking and landscaping. As part of the project, the Hospital will also build a 
new 6-foot high solid screening wall between the parking lot and Cardinal Street.  The 
wall will be setback 20 feet from the Cardinal St. property line and the setback area will 
be landscaped to further screen the Hospital campus from the neighboring residences to 
the south. 
 
The Hospital is requesting a separate Use Permit in advance of their request to amend 
the Zoning designation due to time constraints since it will take an additional 10-weeks 
after this Planning Commission hearing for the Rezone to take affect. The delay would 
significantly affect their construction schedule. Staff is aware that the Hospital wishes to 
start working on the surface parking and traffic flow during summer time when Lodi 
Middle School will be out for the summer. Granting of a separate Use Permit would allow 
for smoother construction of surface parking and would not interfere with the school 
schedule.  
 
Staff supports this application for a Use Permit because it will provide parking spaces for 
the Hospital. Part of the Hospital expansion will remove existing parking spaces adjacent 
to the hospital. The conversion of these residential lots into new surface parking serves 
the interest of the Hospital, their patients and the neighbors by providing adequate 
replacement parking until the proposed parking structures are built sometime in the 
future. It serves the interests of the neighborhood by providing adequate parking on the 
Hospital grounds, reducing the necessity for patients or employees to park on the 
neighboring streets. For these reasons, staff supports this application for a Use Permit. 
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ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENTS: 
The project is found to be categorically exempt according to the California Environmental 
Quality Act, Article 19 §15332, Class 32. The project is exempted by CEQA as an “In-Fill 
Development Project”. The project is consistent with the applicable General Plan 
designation and all applicable General Plan policies as well as with applicable Zoning 
designation and regulations. The proposed development occurs within City limits on a 
project site of no more than five acres substantially surrounded by urban uses. The 
project site has no value as habitat for endangered, rare or threatened species. Approval 
of the project would not result in any significant effects relating to traffic, noise, air 
quality, or water quality. The site can be adequately served by all required utilities and 
public services. No significant impacts are anticipated and no mitigation measures have 
been required. 

PUBLIC HEARING NOTICE: 
Legal Notice for the Use Permit was published on February 28, 2007.  A total of 90 
notices were sent to all property owners of record within a 300-foot radius of the subject 
property. Based on the information provided to staff, it was determined that there is one 
Planning Commission member, Mr. Wendel Kiser, who resides within a 500-foot radius 
of the project area. 

 

ALTERNATIVE PLANNING COMMISSION ACTIONS:  

• Approve the Use Permit with Alternate Conditions 
• Deny the Use Permit 
• Continue the Request 

 

Respectfully Submitted,    Concur, 

 

 

Immanuel Bereket      Randy Hatch 
Junior Planner      Community Development Director 

 

ATTACHMENTS:  

1. Vicinity Map 
2. General Plan Map 
3. Zoning Map 
4. Site Plan 
5. Draft Resolution 
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RESOLUTION NO. 2007-____ 
 

A RESOLUTION OF THE LODI CITY COUNCIL CERTIFYING 
NEGATIVE DECLARATION 06-03 AS ADEQUATE 
ENVIRONMENTAL DOCUMENTATION FOR THE GINI 
PROJECT GENERAL PLAN AMENDMENT AND REZONE 

================================================================ 
 
 WHEREAS, public hearings were held by the Planning Commission and City 
Council on December 13, 2006/February 14, 2007 and April 4, 2007 respectively, on the 
following described General Plan Amendment and Rezone: 
 
 a) General Plan Amendment to redesignate 1325 South Central Avenue 

(APN 047-270-11) and 1333 South Central Avenue (APN 047-270-12) 
from Eastside Residential (ER) to General Commercial (GC). 

 
 b) Rezone 1325 South Central Avenue (APN 047-270-11) and 1333 South 

Central Avenue (APN 047-270-12) from Single Family Eastside (RE-1) 
to General Commercial (C-2). 

 
 WHEREAS, it is the Planning Commission recommendation that City Council 
approve their finding that the Negative Declaration No. 06-03 is adequate environmental 
documentation; and 
 
 NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the Lodi City Council has reviewed 
all documentation and hereby certifies the Negative Declaration No. 06-03 as adequate 
environmental documentation for the above-mentioned General Plan Amendment and 
Rezone. 
 
Dated: April 4, 2007 
================================================================ 
 
 I hereby certify that Resolution No. 2007-____ was passed and adopted by the 
City Council of the City of Lodi in a regular meeting held April 4, 2007, by the following 
vote: 
 
 AYES:  COUNCIL MEMBERS -  
 
 NOES:  COUNCIL MEMBERS -  
 
 ABSENT: COUNCIL MEMBERS -  
 
 ABSTAIN: COUNCIL MEMBERS -  
 
 
 
 
 
       RANDI JOHL 

   City Clerk 
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RESOLUTION NO. 2007-____ 
 

A RESOLUTION OF THE LODI CITY COUNCIL CERTIFYING 
NEGATIVE DECLARATION 06-04 AS ADEQUATE 
ENVIRONMENTAL DOCUMENTATION FOR THE LODI 
MEMORIAL HOSPITAL PROJECT GENERAL PLAN 
AMENDMENT AND REZONE 

================================================================ 
 
 WHEREAS, public hearings were held by the Planning Commission and City 
Council on February 28, 2007 and April 4, 2007 respectively, on the following described 
General Plan Amendment and Rezone: 
 
 a) General Plan Amendment to redesignate 1201, 1139, 1133, 1127, 1121, 

and 1115 W. Cardinal Street (APN 031-080-02, 031-080-03, 031-080-04, 
031-080-05, 031-080-06, and 031-080-07) from Low Density Residential 
to Office. 

 
 b) Rezone 975, 999, 1031 South Fairmont Avenue (APN #031-070-44, 031-

070-45, and 031-070-46); 1200 W. Vine Street (APN #031-070-37); 
1201, 1139, 1133, 1127, 1121, and 1115 W. Cardinal Street ((APN 031-
080-02, 031-080-03, 031-080-04, 031-080-05, 031-080-06, and 031-080-
07), from (R-C-P) Residential-Commercial-Professional Office and (R-
2) Residence District to (PD) Planned Development Zone. 

 
 WHEREAS, it is the Planning Commission recommendation that City Council 
approve their finding that the Negative Declaration No. 06-04 is adequate environmental 
documentation. 
 
 NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the City Council has reviewed all 
documentation and hereby certifies the Negative Declaration No. 06-04 as adequate 
environmental documentation for the above-mentioned General Plan Amendment and 
Rezone. 
 
Dated: April 4, 2007 
================================================================ 
 
 I hereby certify that Resolution No. 2007-____ was passed and adopted by the 
City Council of the City of Lodi in a regular meeting held April 4, 2007, by the following 
vote: 
 
 AYES:  COUNCIL MEMBERS -  
 
 NOES:  COUNCIL MEMBERS -  
 
 ABSENT: COUNCIL MEMBERS -  
 
 ABSTAIN: COUNCIL MEMBERS -  
 
 
 
 RANDI JOHL 
 City Clerk 
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RESOLUTION NO. 2007-____ 
 

A RESOLUTION OF THE LODI CITY COUNCIL AMENDING THE LAND 
USE ELEMENT OF THE LODI GENERAL PLAN BY REDESIGNATING 
1333 AND 1325 SOUTH CENTRAL AVENUE FROM EASTSIDE 
RESIDENTIAL TO GENERAL COMMERCIAL (GINI PROJECT); AND 
REDESIGNATING 1201, 1139, 1133, 1127, 1121, AND 1115 WEST 
CARDINAL STREET FROM LOW DENSITY RESIDENTIAL TO OFFICE 
(LODI MEMORIAL HOSPITAL PROJECT) 

================================================================ 
 
 NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, by the City Council of the City of Lodi, 
that the Land Use Element of the Lodi General Plan is hereby amended by redesignating 
1333 and 1325 South Central Avenue (APN #047-270-11 and 047-270-12) from Eastside 
Residential (ER) to General Commercial (GC), and further redesignating 1201, 1139, 
1133, 1127, 1121, and 1115 W. Cardinal Street (APN #031-080-02, 031-080-03, 031-080-
04, 031-080-05, 031-080-06, and 031-080-07) from Low Density Residential to Office, as 
shown on Exhibit ”A” attached, which is on file in the office of the Lodi City Clerk; and 
 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that Negative Declarations #ND-06-03 and #ND-
06-04 have been prepared in compliance with the California Environmental Quality Act of 
1970, as amended, and the Guidelines provided thereunder.  Further, the Planning 
Commission has reviewed and considered the information contained in said Negative 
Declarations with respect to the projects identified in its Resolution Nos. P.C. 06-55 
through P.C. 06-57, and Nos. P.C. 07-03 through P.C. 07-07. 

 
BE IT RESOLVED FURTHER, that the Lodi City Council has reviewed all 

documentation and hereby certifies the Negative Declarations as adequate environmental 
documentation for the above-referenced projects. 
 
Dated:   April 4, 2007 
================================================================ 
 
 I hereby certify that Resolution No. 2007-____ was passed and adopted by the 
Lodi City Council in a regular meeting held April 4, 2007 by the following vote: 
 
 AYES:  COUNCIL MEMBERS –   
 
 NOES:  COUNCIL MEMBERS –  
 
 ABSENT: COUNCIL MEMBERS –  
 
 ABSTAIN: COUNCIL MEMBERS –  
 
 
 
 
       RANDI JOHL 
       City Clerk 
 

2007-____ 
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ORDINANCE NO. ____ 
 

AN UNCODIFIED ORDINANCE OF THE LODI CITY COUNCIL AMENDING THE 
OFFICIAL DISTRICT MAP OF THE CITY OF LODI AND THEREBY REZONING 
1325 AND 1333 SOUTH CENTRAL AVENUE (APN 047-270-11 AND 047-270-12) 
FROM SINGLE FAMILY RESIDENTIAL EASTSIDE (RE-1) TO GENERAL 
COMMERCIAL (C-2) (GINI PROJECT) 

===================================================================== 
 
 WHEREAS, the Planning Commission adopted Resolution No. P.C. 06-57 approving the 
request of Kenneth J. Gini, Property Owner, on behalf of the Gini Project at its meeting of 
February 14, 2007; and 
 
 WHEREAS, a Negative Declaration (#ND-06-03) has been prepared in compliance with 
the California Environmental Quality Act of 1970, as amended, and the Guidelines provided 
hereunder.  Further, the Planning Commission has reviewed and considered the information 
contained in said Negative Declaration with respect to the project identified in its Resolution No. 
P.C. 06-55, and recommended approval at its meeting of February 14, 2007; and 
 
 WHEREAS, the Planning Commission of the City of Lodi recommends approval of the 
request of Kenneth J. Gini on behalf of the Gini Project for a zone change  
(06-Z-01) from Single Family Residential Eastside (RE-1) to General Commercial (C-2) to the 
City Council of the City of Lodi. 
 
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT ORDAINED BY THE LODI CITY COUNCIL AS FOLLOWS: 
 
Section 1. The Lodi City Council hereby approves the request of Kenneth J. Gini, 1325 S. 

Central Avenue, Lodi, CA 95240, on behalf of the Gini Project, for a zone change 
(06-Z-01) from Single Family Residential Eastside (RE-1) to General Commercial 
(C-2). 

Section 2. The Official District Map of the City of Lodi adopted by Title 17 of the Lodi 
Municipal Code is hereby amended as follows: 

 
 

 1325 and 1333 South Central Avenue (APN #047-270-11 and #047-270-12) 
 are hereby rezoned from Single Family Residential  Eastside (RE-1) to 
 General Commercial (C-2) (Gini Project), as shown on Exhibit “A”  attached 
 hereto. 

 
Section 3.  No Mandatory Duty of Care.  This ordinance is not intended to and shall not be 
construed or given effect in a manner which imposes upon the City, or any officer or employee 
thereof, a mandatory duty of care towards persons or property within the City or outside of the 
City so as to provide a basis of civil liability for damages, except as otherwise imposed by law. 
 
Section 4. Severability.  If any provision of this ordinance or the application thereof to any 
person or circumstances is held invalid, such invalidity shall not affect other provisions or 
applications of the ordinance which can be given effect without the invalid provision or 
application.  To this end, the provisions of this ordinance are severable.  The City Council hereby 
declares that it would have adopted this ordinance irrespective of the invalidity of any particular 
portion thereof. 
 
Section 5. The alterations, changes, and amendments of said Official District Map of the City 
of Lodi herein set forth have been approved by the City Planning Commission and by the City 
Council of this City after public hearings held in conformance with provisions of Title 17 of the 
Lodi Municipal Code and the laws of the State of California applicable thereto. 
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Section 6. All ordinances and parts of ordinances in conflict herewith are repealed insofar as 
such conflict may exist. 
 
Section 7. This ordinance shall be published one time in the “Lodi News-Sentinel,” a daily 
newspaper of general circulation printed and published in the City of Lodi and shall be in force 
and take effect thirty days from and after its passage and approval. 
 
      Approved this ____ day of _______, 2007. 
 
 
 
 __________________________________ 
 BOB JOHNSON 
 Mayor 
Attest: 
 
 
 
RANDI JOHL 
City Clerk 
 
State of California 
County of San Joaquin, ss. 
 
I, Randi Johl, City Clerk of the City of Lodi, do hereby certify that Ordinance No. ____ was 
introduced at a regular meeting of the City Council of the City of Lodi held April 4, 2007, and was 
thereafter passed, adopted and ordered to print at a regular meeting of said Council held 
___________, 2007, by the following vote: 
 
 AYES:  COUNCIL MEMBERS –  
 
 NOES:  COUNCIL MEMBERS –  
 
 ABSENT: COUNCIL MEMBERS –  
 
 ABSTAIN: COUNCIL MEMBERS –  
 
I further certify that Ordinance No. ____ was approved and signed by the Mayor on the date of its 
passage and the same has been published pursuant to law. 
 
 
 
 
  RANDI JOHL 
  City Clerk 
Approved as to Form: 
 
 
 
D. STEPHEN SCHWABAUER 
City Attorney 
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ORDINANCE NO. ____ 
 

AN UNCODIFIED ORDINANCE OF THE LODI CITY COUNCIL AMENDING THE 
OFFICIAL DISTRICT MAP OF THE CITY OF LODI AND THEREBY REZONING 
975, 999, 1031 SOUTH FAIRMONT; 1200 W. VINE STREET; 1201, 1139, 1133, 
1127, 1121, AND 1115 W. CARDINAL STREET FROM (R-C-P), RESIDENTIAL-
COMMERCIAL-PROFESSIONAL OFFICE AND (R-2) RESIDENCE DISTRICT 
TO PD, PLANNED DEVELOPMENT, FOR THE LODI MEMORIAL HOSPITAL 
PROJECT 

===================================================================== 
 
 WHEREAS, the Planning Commission adopted Resolution No. P.C. 07-07 approving the 
request of Lodi Memorial Hospital for the Planned Development Project at its meeting of 
February 28, 2007; and 
 
 WHEREAS, a Negative Declaration (ND-06-04) has been prepared in compliance with 
the California Environmental Quality Act of 1970, as amended, and the Guidelines provided 
hereunder.  Further, the Planning Commission has reviewed and considered the information 
contained in said Negative Declaration with respect to the project identified in its Resolution No. 
P.C. 07-03, and recommended approval at its meeting of February 28, 2007; and 
 
 WHEREAS, the Planning Commission of the City of Lodi recommends approval of the 
request of Lodi Memorial Hospital for a zone change (07-Z-01) from R-2, Single Family 
residence and RCP, Residential Commercial Professional Office, to PD, Planned Development, 
(file 07-Z-01) to the City Council of the City of Lodi. 
 
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT ORDAINED BY THE LODI CITY COUNCIL AS FOLLOWS: 
 
Section 1. The Lodi City Council hereby approves the Negative Declaration (ND-06-04) as 

identified in Planning Commission Resolution No. P.C. 07-03.  
 
Section 2. The Lodi City Council hereby approves the request of Lodi Memorial Hospital for a 

zone change (07-Z-01) from R-2, Single Family Residence and RCP, Residential 
Commercial Professional Office, to PD, Planned Development. 

Section 3. The Official District Map of the City of Lodi adopted by Title 17 of the Lodi 
Municipal Code is hereby amended as follows: 

 
  975, 999, 1031 South Fairmont Avenue (APN #031-070-44, 031-070-45, and 

031-070-46); 1200 W. Vine Street (APN #031-070-37); 1201, 1139, 1133, 1127, 
1121, and 1115 W. Cardinal Street ((APN 031-080-02, 031-080-03, 031-080-04, 
031-080-05, 031-080-06, and 031-080-07), are hereby rezoned from (R-C-P) 
Residential-Commercial-Professional Office and (R-2) Residence District to 
(PD) Planned Development, as shown on Exhibit “A” attached hereto. 

 
Section 4.  No Mandatory Duty of Care.  This ordinance is not intended to and shall not be 
construed or given effect in a manner which imposes upon the City, or any officer or employee 
thereof, a mandatory duty of care towards persons or property within the City or outside of the 
City so as to provide a basis of civil liability for damages, except as otherwise imposed by law. 
 
Section 5.  Severability.  If any provision of this ordinance or the application thereof to any person 
or circumstances is held invalid, such invalidity shall not affect other provisions or applications of 
the ordinance which can be given effect without the invalid provision or application.  To this end, 
the provisions of this ordinance are severable.  The City Council hereby declares that it would 
have adopted this ordinance irrespective of the invalidity of any particular portion thereof. 
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Section 6. The alterations, changes, and amendments of said Official District Map of the City 
of Lodi herein set forth have been approved by the City Planning Commission and by the City 
Council of this City after public hearings held in conformance with provisions of Title 17 of the 
Lodi Municipal Code and the laws of the State of California applicable thereto. 
 
Section 7. All ordinances and parts of ordinances in conflict herewith are repealed insofar as 
such conflict may exist. 
 
Section 8. This ordinance shall be published one time in the “Lodi News-Sentinel,” a daily 
newspaper of general circulation printed and published in the City of Lodi and shall be in force 
and take effect thirty days from and after its passage and approval. 
 
      Approved this____ day of ____, 2007. 
 
 
 __________________________________ 
 BOB JOHNSON 
Attest: Mayor 
 
 
RANDI JOHL 
City Clerk 
 
State of California 
County of San Joaquin, ss. 
 
I, Randi Johl, City Clerk of the City of Lodi, do hereby certify that Ordinance No. ____ was 
introduced at a regular meeting of the City Council of the City of Lodi held April 4, 2007, and was 
thereafter passed, adopted and ordered to print at a regular meeting of said Council held 
___________, 2007, by the following vote: 
 
 AYES:  COUNCIL MEMBERS –  
 
 NOES:  COUNCIL MEMBERS –  
 
 ABSENT: COUNCIL MEMBERS –  
 
 ABSTAIN: COUNCIL MEMBERS –  
 
I further certify that Ordinance No. ____ was approved and signed by the Mayor on the date of its 
passage and the same has been published pursuant to law. 
 
 
   RANDI JOHL 
   City Clerk 
Approved as to Form: 
 
 
D. STEPHEN SCHWABAUER 
City Attorney 
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RESOLUTION NO. 2007-____ 
 

A RESOLUTION OF THE LODI CITY COUNCIL 
APPROVING LODI MEMORIAL HOSPITAL PROJECT 
DEVELOPMENT PLAN 
 

=================================================================== 
 
 NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the Lodi City Council does hereby 
approve the Lodi Memorial Hospital Project Development Plan, on file in the office of the 
City Clerk. 
 
Dated: April 4, 2007 
 
=================================================================== 
 
 I hereby certify that Resolution No. 2007-____ was passed and adopted by the 
City Council of the City of Lodi in a regular meeting held April 4, 2007, by the following 
vote: 
 
 AYES:  COUNCIL MEMBERS –  
 
 NOES:  COUNCIL MEMBERS –  
 
 ABSENT: COUNCIL MEMBERS –  
 
 ABSTAIN: COUNCIL MEMBERS –  
 
 
 
 
 
       RANDI JOHL 
       City Clerk 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

2007-____ 
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  AGENDA ITEM J-02a 
 

 

 
APPROVED: _____________________________ 

 Blair King, City Manager 
council/councom/Posting1.doc 

CITY OF LODI 
COUNCIL COMMUNICATION 
 

TM  
 
AGENDA TITLE:  Post for Expiring Terms and Vacancies on the Greater Lodi Area Youth Commission 

(Student Appointees), Library Board of Trustees, Planning Commission, and Lodi Arts 
Commission 

 
MEETING DATE:  April 4, 2007 
 
PREPARED BY: City Clerk 
 

 
RECOMMENDED ACTION:  Direct the City Clerk to post for the expiring terms and vacancies on the 

Greater Lodi Area Youth Commission (Student Appointees), Library Board 
of Trustees, Planning Commission, and Lodi Arts Commission. 

 
BACKGROUND INFORMATION: Several terms are due to expire on various boards and commissions.  In 

addition, a number of Student Appointees on the Greater Lodi Area Youth 
Commission are leaving for college and must resign their positions on the 
Commission.  It is, therefore, recommended that the City Council direct the 
City Clerk to post for the expiring terms and vacancies below. 

 
Greater Lodi Area Youth Commission (Student Appointees) 
Larissa Boyer Term to expire May 31, 2007 
Corinne Casey Term to expire May 31, 2007 
Jordan McCroskey Term to expire May 31, 2007 
Jonathan Newman Term to expire May 31, 2007 
Holly Jacobus  Term to expire May 31, 2008 
Sarah McConahey Term to expire May 31, 2008 
Whitney Sandelin Term to expire May 31, 2008 
 
Library Board of Trustees 
Cynthia Neely Term to expire June 30, 2007 
 
Lodi Arts Commission 
Laura Heinitz  Term to expire July 1, 2007 
Margie Lawson  Term to expire July 1, 2007 
Beverly Norcross Term to expire July 1, 2007 
 
Planning Commission 
Randy Heinitz  Term to expire June 30, 2007 
Gina Moran  Term to expire June 30, 2007 
 
Government Code Section 54970 et seq. requires that the City Clerk post for vacancies to allow citizens interested 
in serving to submit an application.  The City Council is requested to direct the City Clerk to make the necessary 
postings. 
 
FISCAL IMPACT:   None. 
 
FUNDING AVAILABLE:  None required. 
 
      _________________________________ 
RJ/JMP      Randi Johl, City Clerk 

 

jperrin
AGENDA ITEM J-02a
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 AGENDA ITEM K-01  
 

 

 
APPROVED: ___________________________ 

 Blair King, City Manager 
K:\WP\Wastewater\CFlagCity-approval.doc 3/30/2007 

CITY OF LODI 
 

COUNCIL COMMUNICATION 
 

TM 
 

AGENDA TITLE: Adopt Resolution Authorizing City Manager to Execute Memorandum of 
Understanding (MOU) with San Joaquin County for Provision of Domestic 
Wastewater Treatment Services for County Service Area 31 (Flag City) 

 

MEETING DATE: April 4, 2007 
 

PREPARED BY: Public Works Director 
 

 
RECOMMENDED ACTION: Adopt a resolution authorizing the City Manager to execute the 

attached MOU with San Joaquin County for provision of domestic 
wastewater treatment services for County Service Area 31 (Flag City). 

 
BACKGROUND INFORMATION: In 2006, the City Council authorized negotiations with San Joaquin 

County with regard to domestic wastewater service for County 
Service Area 31 (Flag City).  This was in response to a formal 
request made in December 2005 from the Board of Supervisors  

requesting Lodi consider providing sewer service to Flag City.  The County is faced with making a 
decision about sewer treatment plant upgrades to meet regulatory requirements.  Connection to Lodi’s 
facility is the preferred alternative of several that were studied.   
 
In 2006, City staff stated a key reason to consider the County’s request was to secure greater influence 
with regard to development in the Flag City area and to prevent the County from securing wastewater 
service from the City of Stockton or expand the CSA to achieve greater economy of scale.  The 
City Attorney referenced the Dateline Builders v. Santa Rosa case where the City of San Rosa provided 
limited sewer service to avoid a proliferation of additional wastewater treatment facilities that facilitated 
development outside of the city limits.  In addition to controlling development, staff felt it could propose an 
agreement that would not only be revenue neutral but would allow the City to realize additional income. 
 
Our respective staffs have drafted the attached MOU, which has been approved by the Board of 
Supervisors.  Major points are: 

• The MOU facilitates the goals of the City and County in supporting compact land use and 
development, and discouraging “leap frog development” and “urban sprawl”. 

• The service area will be issued a City discharge permit with typical requirements, including our 
ability to make changes in the event of changes in State or Federal requirements.  The only 
limitation is that the permit can be no stricter than the City’s State permit. 

• Annual volume is limited and potential increases are linked to tax-sharing agreements. 
• Service charges would be at standard City wastewater service rates plus a 35% surcharge.  

(Note, the charges would be based on actual flow, biochemical oxygen demand (BOD) and 
suspended solids as currently done for high strength users, as measured at one point of service.  
The City would bill the County; we would not be billing individual customers.) 

• Wastewater Impact Fees (Capacity fees) would be paid.  (The amount is roughly $6 million, 
however, an engineering analysis may provide alternatives that could reduce the capacity impacts 
and associated costs.) 

• An administrative fee of $250,000 is to be paid to the City upon execution of the agreement and 
City adoption of ordinance allowing the connection. 
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• The County will build the necessary facilities to connect to the City’s facilities.  The agreement 
covers treatment only; collection system maintenance is not included. 

• The service area is limited to the existing established service area unless the City agrees to the 
change which is linked to tax-sharing. 

• The agreement provides for City review of new development. 
• The County consents to adding Flag City in the Lodi Tourism Business Improvement District, 

however, the City will have to process the change. 
• All costs of evaluating impacts to the City’s facility, processing environmental review and 

associated staff costs are to be paid by the County. 
 
The proposed MOU limits the County to 0.19 MGD (190,000) of the Wastewater Plant’s 8.5 MGD 
capacity without a new tax sharing agreement.  If the County exceeds the 0.19 MGD limit, then the 
County may negotiate a new tax sharing agreement for additional wastewater capacity up to a 
not-to-exceed limit of 0.21 MGD. 

If the Council were to deny the agreement, we would assume that the County would proceed to make 
improvements to the existing Flag City Wastewater Treatment facility.  However, these improvements 
would be costly.  To mitigate the costs of wastewater treatment to the businesses at Flag City, the 
County could expand the boundaries of the CSA in order to achieve economies of scale and spread the 
cost over a larger base.  The County could also approach the City of Stockton to secure wastewater 
treatment services. 

The County studied several alternatives to meeting State discharge requirements and concluded that 
connecting to the City provides better long-term certainty and the economies of scale advantages of 
being part of a larger system. 

Approval of this request would require an amendment to the Municipal Code, which currently prohibits 
domestic wastewater service outside the City limits.  Staff would propose that the ordinance be amended 
to allow such service to public agencies only, and if this action is approved, an ordinance revision would 
be brought back to the Council at a later date. 
 
FISCAL IMPACT: Depending on actual flow and strength, the surcharge revenue to the 

General Fund would be in the range of $50,000 to $100,000 per year.  The 
capacity fee would be a significant cash infusion to the Wastewater Fund, 
which has a number of high-cost capital needs in the near future.  One  

potential long-term concern is that Flag City’s effluent is considerably higher in salts than the City’s 
effluent.  This is partly due to their source water (wells) and the nature of the businesses located in the 
District.  The City’s new discharge permit is likely to have a salinity limit.  While it appears we will be able 
to meet that limit including Flag City, this could be problematic in the future.  This potential impact is 
mitigated by our ability to amend their discharge permit to require a reduction in the salinity of their 
wastewater.  
 
FUNDING AVAILABLE: Not applicable. 
 
 
    _______________________________ 
    Richard C. Prima, Jr. 
    Public Works Director 
RCP/pmf 
Attachment 
cc: Steve Schwabauer, City Attorney Charlie Swimley, Water Services Manager 

Randy Hatch, Community Development Director Manuel Lopez, San Joaquin County Administrator 
Tom Flinn, San Joaquin County Public Works Director 
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County Service Area No. 31 “Flag City” 
Domestic Waste Connection Memorandum of Understanding 

 
 
 THIS Memorandum of Understanding (“MOU”) is entered into this ____ day of 
_______, 2007, (the "Effective Date"), between THE COUNTY OF SAN JOAQUIN, a 
political subdivision of the State of California (“County”); COUNTY SERVICE AREA No. 
31, a County Service Area established by the County of San Joaquin pursuant to the 
County Service Area Law of the State of California (“Flag City”); and the CITY OF LODI, 
a municipal corporation organized and existing under the laws of the State of California 
("City").  Flag City, as a County Service Area, is merely an administrative unit of County 
and is referred to separately in the Agreement purely for administrative convenience. 
 

RECITALS 
 
 This MOU is predicated upon the following findings: 
 
 A. Flag City is a County Service Area located at the intersection of Highway 
12 and Interstate 5, in San Joaquin County, California, four (4) miles west of the 
corporate limits of the City of Lodi. Flag City currently operates a secondary wastewater 
collection system and treatment facility, however the treatment facility needs major 
upgrades to meet State discharge requirements.      
 

B. The City, through its general plan is committed to encouraging agricultural 
uses in the area surrounding the City and discouraging urban uses.  The City of Lodi’s 
General Plan contains the following land use element goals: 

 
a.. Policy LU-A.1 – The City shall seek to preserve Lodi’s small-town 

and rural qualities. 
b. Goal LU-B – To preserve agricultural land surrounding Lodi and to 

discourage premature development of agricultural land with 
nonagricultural uses, while providing for urban needs. 

c. Policy LU-B.1 – The City shall encourage the preservation of 
agricultural land surrounding the City. 

d. Policy LU-B.2 – The City should designate a continuous open 
space greenbelt around the urbanized area of Lodi to maintain 
and enhance the agricultural economy. 

e. Policy LU-B.6 – The City shall encourage San Joaquin County to 
retain agricultural uses on lands adjacent to the City. 

 
C. The City encourages compact development and discourages leapfrog 

development and urban sprawl within the Highway 12/Interstate 5 
corridor, all of which would be inconsistent with the above general plan 
goals.   The City’s General Plan is committed to the above goals within its 
own boundaries as well, stating the following: 
 
a. A-5    The City shall require specific development plans in areas of 

major new development. 

CA/City/Contracts/PublicWorks/MOU-SepticWaste-FlagCitydraft.doc 1  
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b. E-2    The City shall promote downtown Lodi as the primary 
pedestrian-oriented, commercial area of Lodi. 

  
c. E-4    The City shall ensure the new commercial development be 

designed to avoid the appearance of strip development. 
  
d. E-7    In approving new commercial projects, the City shall seek to 

ensure that such projects reflect the City's concern for achieving 
and maintaining high quality development. 

 
D. Providing wastewater treatment service to Flag City on the condition that 

service not be afforded to developments that conflict with the goals set 
forth herein furthers those goals by concentrating development in an 
existing County Service Area with set boundaries.   

 
E. County acknowledges the goals set forth in the Lodi General Plan as set 

forth above and has similar provisions in its General Plan which 
encourage agricultural uses, compact land use and development, and 
discourage “leap frog development” and “urban sprawl.”   Toward these 
ends, the County General Plan provides: 

 
 1. To make efficient use of land and promote a functional 

development pattern with varied and compatible land uses. 
 
 2. To minimize the effect on agricultural lands and other 

environmental resources while providing for orderly growth. 
 
 3. To create a visually attractive County. 
  
 4. To avoid the problems and costs imposed on local government by 

development that does not have adequate services. 
 
 5. Rural Communities Shall: 
 
  (a) be planned to have minimal growth, mainly infill 

development, with expansion discouraged; 
 
  (b) be planned to serve the immediate needs of the 

community’s residents or the surrounding agricultural 
community;  

 
  (c)  have a minimum land area of 50 acres or have been 

identified on the General Plan 1995 map as a residential 
area. 

 
 6. Development shall be orderly and compact. 
 
 7. Development should occur on vacant lots within existing 

communities as “infill” before extending beyond the current 
developed areas of a community. 

 

CA/City/Contracts/PublicWorks/MOU-SepticWaste-FlagCitydraft.doc 2  
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 8. Freeway Service. 
 
  (1) Function:  Provide for commercial uses oriented almost 

exclusively to serving the needs of the freeway traveler. 
 
  (2) Typical Uses:  Travel-related businesses including 

gasoline service stations, food and beverage sales, eating 
and drinking establishments, and hotels and motels. 

 
  (3) Development and Locational Criteria:  Freeway Service 

areas shall be: 
 
   (A) designated only adjacent to full freeway 

interchanges where development will be easily 
accessible and visible to the freeway traveler. 

 
   (B) limited in number to encourage clustering of uses at 

selected interchanges; 
 
   (C) limited in area in order to reduce impacts on 

surrounding land uses and control the physical and 
visual extent of these areas;  

 
   (D) developed so that buildings occupy no more than 

60 percent of the lot and are no more than 3 stories 
in height; and 

 
   (E) designed in an attractive manner that creates a 

favorable impression of the County by considering 
the overall site design, landscaping, scale of 
development, signage, relationship to adjacent 
uses, circulation and parking, and architecture. 

 
F. There is a need for upgraded sewer treatment facilities to service Flag 

City and the parties wish to cooperatively ensure that any development 
that occurs in Flag City is orderly, compact and in compliance with the 
goals of the City and County General Plans.  

 
NOW THEREFORE, the parties to this MOU agree as follows: 
 
1. Definitions.  Unless otherwise defined in this MOU, all capitalized terms will have 

the definitions ascribed to them in Lodi Municipal Code Section 13.12.020.   

a. The Term Highway 12/Flag City Corridor shall mean the area bounded by 
the White Slough Water Pollution Control Facility (“WSWPCF”) on the west, the 
City of Lodi on the East, ½ mile north of Highway 12 on the north and ½ mile 
south of the trunk sewer line connecting the City of Lodi to the WSWPCF on the 
south. 

CA/City/Contracts/PublicWorks/MOU-SepticWaste-FlagCitydraft.doc 3  
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b. Flag City Service Area shall mean all properties within the boundaries of 
County Service Area 31, as set forth in Exhibit A. 

2. Terms of Connection.  Any delivery of wastewater permitted pursuant to the 
MOU shall be subject to the following terms: 

a. 

b. 

c. 

d. 

e. 

f. 

g. 

Permit:  Flag City shall comply with the terms of a Discharge Permit to be 
issued by the City which will include but not be limited to limitations on 
maximum flow, BOD, ph, TDS and suspended solid concentrations and 
prohibitions on discharge of hazardous waste in conformance with the 
City’s NPDES Permit.  The terms of this Discharge Permit will be no more 
stringent than those required under the City’s NPDES permit.  However, 
City may change the terms of the discharge permit without notice if 
necessary to comply with State or Federal requirements.   

Volume:  The intent of this MOU is to provide sewer treatment services to 
the properties within the Flag City Service Area boundaries, as set forth in 
Exhibit A.  Current volume of wastewater is 0.11 MGD (annual average).  
Estimated volume at build out of the Flag City Service Area is .19 MGD 
(annual average).  Flag City shall not exceed .19 MGD annual average 
without negotiating a tax sharing agreement with the City of Lodi for all 
new development contributing to the increased flow.  In all events, the 
volume of wastewater shall not exceed 0.21 MGD (annual average). 

Rate/Surcharge:  Flag City’s charge for treatment will be as established 
by the City for its high strength customer users plus a 35% surcharge. 

Capacity Charge:  Flag City shall pay a one-time capacity charge based 
on the then-current rates for new city development at the time of 
connection.  (These charges are adjusted annually).  Additional capacity 
charges at the current City rates will apply for each increment of effluent 
over the amount initially paid.  Capacity charge reductions or credits may 
be granted for steps taken by Flag City to minimize impacts to City’s 
overall treatment plant capacity through pre-treatment, off-peak delivery, 
or other mutually agreed strategies. 

Administrative Charge:  County shall pay City $250,000 as a one time 
administrative charge upon the execution of this MOU and fulfillment of 
section 8 below. 

Flag City will be solely responsible for all costs associated with installing a 
pipeline (“Collection Facilities”) to connect to Lodi’s Waste Water 
Treatment Plant.    

City will bill for its services directly to Flag City and not to individual 
customers.  Annual billing will commence with commencement of flow to 
the City’s facility and will be billed in advance for a twelve (12) month 
period, based on estimated flow and strength.  Subsequent annual 
billings will be based on actuals for the prior twelve (12) months.  Flag 
City will pay all invoices within thirty days of the date of the invoice.   

CA/City/Contracts/PublicWorks/MOU-SepticWaste-FlagCitydraft.doc 4  
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h. 

i. 

j. 

k. 

l. 

m. 

Neither County nor Flag City will knowingly allow any person or entity to 
discharge to its Collection Facilities whose property is outside the Flag 
City Service Area, without prior City approval, which City may withhold in 
its absolute discretion.   In the event County or Flag City violate the terms 
of this paragraph, the responsible party shall have three months from 
receipt of written notice of the violation to cure the violation without 
penalty.  Thereafter, Flag City shall pay a 100 percent surcharge on Flag 
City’s then current daily rate until cured. 

Working cooperatively with City staff, Flag City will develop an application 
for connection to its Collection Facilities and require that all future 
applicants submit responses to questions designed to elicit their facilities 
compliance with the goals contained in this MOU and the discharge 
permit issued by City to Flag City.  Flag City will copy City with all 
applications so submitted within 5 business days of receipt.    

County represents that it is its existing policy that areas in the Highway 
12/Flag City Corridor will only be approved for development to the extent 
they are consistent with the County’s goals and policies set forth in this 
MOU. 

Business Improvement District:  Pursuant to California Streets and 
Highways Code Section 36521.5, County hereby consents to the 
inclusion of County Service Area No. 31 in the Lodi Tourism Business 
Improvement District codified in Lodi Municipal Code Section 12.07 et 
seq.  City shall be solely responsible for the implementation and collection 
of any such tax and/or fee associated with the inclusion of the District and 
County’s consent is limited to allowing City to follow proper procedures for 
implementation and collection of such fee and or tax. 

District Expansion:  County agrees that it will not expand the boundaries 
of the Flag City Service Area in a manner that results in the need for 
additional City sewer capacity, without the express written consent of 
City, which City may withhold in its absolute discretion.  County and City 
agree that a minimum condition for this approval will be entry of a tax 
sharing agreement for all property added to the service area  

Design Guidelines:  Working cooperatively with City staff, County will 
develop design guidelines for all new construction within County Service 
Area No. 31, for adoption through applicable land-use hearing processes.  
  

3. Reimbursement.  County shall reimburse the City for all costs incurred by the 
City in connection with the project. The City will provide County with an estimate 
of these costs in advance of connection.  County shall deposit the estimate with 
the City within 30 days of receiving the estimate.  City will bill all costs against the 
deposit.  In the event the deposit is exceeded, County shall pay the difference to 
the City within 30 days of notice.  Any excess will be refunded to County within 
30 days. 

CA/City/Contracts/PublicWorks/MOU-SepticWaste-FlagCitydraft.doc 5  
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4.   Relationship of Parties.   

a. It is understood that the relationship between the parties is an 
MOU relationship between public agencies and not an agency; 
and nothing herein shall be construed to the contrary. 

  b.   The Parties agree that nothing contained herein or in any 
document executed in connection herewith shall be construed as 
making the parties joint venturers or partners. 

c. This MOU is made and entered into for the sole protection and 
benefit of the parties and their successors and assigns.  No other 
person, including but not limited to the residents (past, current, 
anticipated or future) of County Service Area No. 31, or  
developers or owners proposing projects within or outside the 
boundaries of County Service Area  31, shall have any right of 
action based upon any provision in this MOU.  Moreover, this 
MOU creates no rights for any property owner to obtain sewer 
service directly from the City of Lodi. 

 
5. Notices.  All notices required or provided for under this MOU shall be in writing 

and delivered in person or sent by certified mail, postage prepaid, return receipt 
requested, to the principal offices of the City and Flag City and its representative 
and Flag City’s successors and assigns.  Notice shall be effective on the date it is 
delivered in person, or the date when the postal authorities indicate the mailing 
was delivered to the address of the receiving party indicated below: 

Notice to City:  City of Lodi 
    City Manager 
    221 W. Pine Street 
    Lodi, CA 95240 
 

Notice to Flag City: CSA 31 
   Director of Public Works 

P.O. Box 1810 
   Stockton, California 95201 
 
 
Notice to County: San Joaquin County 
   County Administrator 
   Courthouse-222 E. Weber Ave. 
   Stockton, CA 95202 

 
 
6. Indemnification, Defense and Hold Harmless.   

a. County and Flag City agree to and shall indemnify, defend and hold the 
City, its council members, officers, agents, employees and 
representatives harmless from liability for damage or claims of damage, 

CA/City/Contracts/PublicWorks/MOU-SepticWaste-FlagCitydraft.doc 6  
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for personal injury, including death, and claims for property damage which 
may arise from or relate to this MOU. 

b. With respect to any action challenging the validity of this MOU or any 
environmental, financial or other documentation related to approval of this 
MOU, County and Flag City further agree to defend, indemnify, hold 
harmless, pay all damages, costs and fees, if any incurred to either the 
City or plaintiff (s) filing such an action should a court award plaintiff(s) 
damages, costs and fees, and to provide a defense for the City in any 
such action.   

 
7.   Environmental Documentation:  County shall at its sole cost and expense, 

perform all environmental review required by the California Environmental Quality 
Act or other applicable environmental law or regulation.   

8. Binding Effect of Agreement.  The parties acknowledge that this MOU may be 
subject to environmental review and is subject to the Lodi City Council revising its 
wastewater ordinance to permit the discharge contemplated in this MOU. The 
terms of this MOU will therefore only take effect if any necessary environmental 
approvals are obtained and if the Lodi City Council makes the necessary 
ordinance revisions.  

 
 IN WITNESS WHEREOF this MOU has been executed by the parties on the day 
and year first above written. 
 
CITY OF LODI, a municipal corporation  COUNTY OF SAN JOAQUIN, a 
       political subdivision of the State 
       of California 

 
 
 
        __________________________ 
BLAIR KING      VICTOR MOW, Chairman 
        Of the Board of Supervisors 
City Manager       
 
ATTEST:      RECOMMENDED: 
 
 
        __________________________ 
Randi Johl      T. R. FLINN 
City Clerk      Director of Public Works 
 
APPROVED AS TO FORM:   APPROVED AS TO FORM: 
 
 
        __________________________
D. STEPHEN SCHWABAUER   LAWRENCE P. MEYERS 
City Attorney      Deputy County Counsel 

CA/City/Contracts/PublicWorks/MOU-SepticWaste-FlagCitydraft.doc 7  
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RESOLUTION NO. 2007-____ 
 

A RESOLUTION OF THE LODI CITY COUNCIL AUTHORIZING 
THE CITY MANAGER TO EXECUTE MEMORANDUM OF 
UNDERSTANDING WITH SAN JOAQUIN COUNTY FOR 
PROVISION OF DOMESTIC WASTEWATER TREATMENT 
SERVICES FOR COUNTY SERVICE AREA 31 (FLAG CITY) 

==================================================================== 
 
 NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the Lodi City Council does hereby 
authorize the City Manager to execute Memorandum of Understanding with San Joaquin 
County for provision of Domestic Wastewater Treatment Services for County Services 
Area 31 (Flag City), on behalf of the City of Lodi, on file in the office of the City Clerk. 
 
Dated: April 4, 2007 
 
==================================================================== 
 
 I hereby certify that Resolution No. 2007-____ was passed and adopted by the 
City Council of the City of Lodi in a regular meeting held April 4, 2007, by the following 
vote: 
 
 AYES:  COUNCIL MEMBERS –  
 
 NOES:  COUNCIL MEMBERS –  
 
 ABSENT: COUNCIL MEMBERS –  
 
 ABSTAIN: COUNCIL MEMBERS –  
 
 
 
 
 
       RANDI JOHL 
       City Clerk 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

2007-____ 
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 AGENDA ITEM K-02 
 

 

 
APPROVED: ___________________________ 

 Blair King, City Manager 
K:\WP\COUNCIL\07\NSJWCD Groundwater Charge.doc 3/30/2007 

CITY OF LODI 
 

COUNCIL COMMUNICATION 
 

TM 
 

AGENDA TITLE: Review Groundwater Charge for City Wells Proposed by the North San Joaquin 
Water Conservation District and Direct Staff as Appropriate 

 

MEETING DATE: April 4, 2007 
 

PREPARED BY: Public Works Director 
 

 

RECOMMENDED ACTION: Receive a report on the groundwater charge proposed by the North San 
Joaquin Water Conservation District and direct staff on the Council’s 
desired response as appropriate.   

BACKGROUND INFORMATION: The North San Joaquin Water Conservation District (NSJWCD) is 
conducting a public hearing on a proposed groundwater charge on 
April 30, 2007 (Exhibit A).  The proposed charge would be imposed on well 
owners, including the City of Lodi’s wells within the District.  The charge to 
the City would total about $200,000 per year. 

The District is proposing to implement a number of projects to utilize “wet year” water for groundwater recharge 
and direct irrigation, thereby minimizing groundwater pumping.  Of course, all these efforts are aimed are reducing 
the groundwater overdraft situation that exists throughout the Eastern San Joaquin Basin.  Various engineering 
studies have documented the overdraft and project that it will continue to worsen and will accelerate in the area 
directly east of Lodi, which is the NSJWCD.  Computer modeling of the basin shows that the groundwater gradient 
in the Lodi area will, over time, shift from a north-to-south orientation to a west-to-east orientation.  This means 
that lower quality groundwater from the west will migrate toward Lodi.  This is of long-term concern to the City.  A 
copy of the District’s Engineer’s Report on the proposed charge is attached (Exhibit B). 
While the City has taken major steps to reduce our reliance on groundwater pumping, we are far from eliminating 
it, and future lowering of groundwater elevations and the change in gradient will have an adverse economic affect 
on the City.  The City’s options on this matter are to actively support the charge, take no action, or file a protest at 
or before the scheduled hearing. 
Staff supports the intent and need for the charge; we suggest the Council concur and request payment terms that 
reduce the cash flow impact to the already-stressed Water Fund.  District staff has indicated the charge is not 
likely to be imposed this fiscal year.  While the charge can be included in the Water Fund budget for FY07/08, we 
are concerned about our cash flow and have informally asked the District to consider some type of timed payment 
arrangement.  We believe we will be able to work out a suitable arrangement should the Council provide that 
direction. 
FISCAL IMPACT:  A $200,000 annual charge represents approximately 2.4% of the Water Fund 

annual revenue.  The recent discontinuance of the discount program offsets 
about 2/3 of this additional cost.  The remaining cost will need to be absorbed 
within the Fund.  Given other demands on the Fund, staff would suggest this cost  

be considered along with all other issues involving water at a later date. 
 

FUNDING AVAILABLE: Not applicable. 
 
    _______________________________ 
    Richard C. Prima, Jr. 
    Public Works Director 
Attachments 
cc:  Steve Schwabauer, City Attorney Charlie Swimley, Water Services Manager;   

Ed Steffani, North San Joaquin Water Conservation District 
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 AGENDA ITEM K-03 
 

 
 

APPROVED: __________________________________ 
 Blair King, City Manager 

CITY OF LODI 
COUNCIL COMMUNICATION 
 

TM 

 
 
AGENDA TITLE: Adopt resolution approving contract with Boom Boom Productions, of Hayfork, CA, for 2007 

Fourth of July fireworks display and approve proposed venue location 
 
MEETING DATE: April 4, 2007 
 
PREPARED BY: Parks and Recreation Director 
 
 
RECOMMENDED ACTION: Adopt a resolution approving the contract with Boom Boom Productions of 

Hayfork, CA for the Fourth of July fireworks display and approve the 
proposed venue location. 

 
 
BACKGROUND INFORMATION: On March 6, 2007, staff presented several Fourth of July site location 

options to Council for consideration.  The sites identified were: (1) Lodi 
Lake Park, (2) Salas Park and (3) Lodi Grape Bowl.  Following a brief 
discussion, two sites (Salas Park and Lodi Grape Bowl) were eliminated.   

The area traditionally used to launch shells on the west shore of Lodi Lake was also found to be unacceptable 
according to current fallout area standards and other public safety concerns, and was eliminated as well.  Members 
of Council, however, expressed their desire to respect a long standing tradition of holding the event at the Lake, and 
asked staff to explore other Lodi Lake park locations from which to launch the fireworks display. 
 
Members of staff, which included representatives from Police, Fire, Public Works and Parks & Recreation 
Departments, have thoroughly evaluated and compared three Lake launching site options: (1) Original (west shore) 
site, (2) North of lake location, and (3) Undeveloped 13 acre area west of the lake.  With the exception of Site (1), 
which was previously discarded due to safety concerns and projected costs incurred, Options 2 & 3 both seemed to 
be suitable launching locations but each had its own set of pros and cons.  Considering those (pros and cons) staff 
came to the conclusion that Option 3, undeveloped 13 acre site west of Lodi Lake, is the most workable solution to 
the fireworks clearance issue and offers numerous intrinsic advantages: 
 

1. Allows good viewing while causing only a slight distance modification to the past launch site. 
2. Impact and costs to the City would be the easiest to handle as this is primarily a fenced area. 
3. The need for police/security personnel would require the lowest number at this site compared to other 

options. 
4. Impact to the Streets Department should be reduced as street closures, pertaining to only the fireworks 

event, would not be required. 
5. Closing and monitoring the river would not be necessary. 
6. Offers the most workable option and accommodates the long-standing tradition of having fireworks at Lodi 

Lake. 
7. Site should work for numerous years with possible reevaluation occurring upon development of the 13 

acres. 
 
For the reasons and advantages stated heretofore, staff strongly recommends Option 3 as the 2007 Fourth of July 
fireworks launching site. 
 
In addition to the above, another use affecting a specific portion (north side) of Lodi Lake on the Fourth of July has 
been proposed and is currently being considered.  Representatives of the Lodi Rotary Club and World of Wonders 
Science Museum (“WOW”) have tendered a rental reservation for a major portion of the Lake’s north side.  The  
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area being considered would include the Rotary/RV, Parson’s Point, and Ron Williamson Youth areas.  Proponents 
of what is being referred to as a “Family Friendly” event are planning activities that would include a children’s play 
area, sack races, pie eating contests, etc. – almost a throwback to the old Field and Fair Day era, but in much 
smaller scale and certainly not to the magnitude of past Ooh Ahh festivals.  The inherent theme of the day’s 
activities would focus on “reviving the sense of patriotism”.  The day may be concluded with a flag waving ceremony 
assisted by members of Century Assembly Church. 
 
To accommodate this event, staff recommends gating a portion of the Lake’s north side and securing it.  Gating and 
security will both need to be provided by promoters of the event.  Admission will be charged for public entry with the 
proceeds going to Lodi Rotary Club and WOW.  Lodi Rotary has traditionally given money raised through 
fundraisers back to the community in the form of scholarships and community projects.  WOW will use the proceeds 
to help fund its ongoing efforts to build a science museum for children, to be located in the downtown Lodi parking 
structure. 
 
Anticipating that the aforementioned activities might attract relatively large crowds throughout the holiday day, staff 
strongly encourages Council to consider the following set of conditions.  These conditions, however, do not come 
without costs to the City. 
 

1. To assist the Lodi Police Department in dealing with possible crowd control issues and public safety 
concerns, temporary fencing should be installed.  Linear footage fenced would be similar to that placed 
for past Ohh Ahh festivals. 

2. Free admission to be charged at entry gate to Lodi Lake Park.  This will allow the public to use the park 
as it’s normally used on any other day or holiday.  Those wishing to support the WOW/Rotary fundraising 
event will be charged at that gate.  The Parks and Recreation Department will recover its costs from the 
swimming/beach areas and boat rentals. 

3. Cadets, under the supervision of a uniformed officer, will be assigned to control gate entrances.  
Assigning an officer to supervise the Cadets at the gate should be less costly than the deployment of 
more officers needed to patrol an unfenced and uncontrolled event. 

4. No bottles, cans or BBQs will be allowed in the park.  Ice chests will be subject to search for bottles and 
cans.  And, signs must be posted. 

5. All persons will be checked with a weapon detection wand for weapons upon entry to the park.  This is 
common practice today at most large events (e.g. Arco Arena) for all functions. 

6. Additional Port-o-Pots and waste bins will have to be rented to accommodate the crowd. 
7. Parks and Recreation staff will assist throughout the day and evening. 

 
 
FISCAL IMPACT: Participating City departments would be absorbing event related costs from within 

their respective budgets with the exception of costs related to temporary fencing, 
port-o-pots and waste bins.  These costs are still being determined at this writing. 

 
FUNDING AVAILABLE: $18,048.00 (Cost of Fireworks Display) and those related to temporary fencing, 

port-o-pots and waste bins (TBD) charged to City’s Special Events Account 
100245.8099 

 
   
  Kirk Evans, Budget Manager 
 
 
 
    _______________________________ 
    Tony C. Goehring 
    Parks and Recreation Director 
 
TCG:tl 
 
cc: City Attorney 
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RESOLUTION NO. 2007-____ 
 

A RESOLUTION OF THE LODI CITY COUNCIL APPROVING 
CONTRACT WITH BOOM BOOM PRODUCTIONS FOR  

2007 FOURTH OF JULY FIREWORKS DISPLAY, AUTHORIZING 
THE CITY MANAGER TO EXECUTE A CONTRACT ON BEHALF 

OF THE CITY OF LODI, AND FURTHER APPROVING 
PROPOSED VENUE LOCATION 

==================================================================== 
 
 NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the Lodi City Council does hereby 
approve contract with Boom Boom Productions for the 2007 Fourth of July Fireworks 
Display; and 
 
 BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the City Council authorizes the City Manager to 
execute the contract on behalf of the City of Lodi; and 
 
 BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Lodi City Council hereby approves the 
proposed venue location. 
 
Dated: April 4, 2007 
 
==================================================================== 
 
 I hereby certify that Resolution No. 2007-____ was passed and adopted by the 
City Council of the City of Lodi in a regular meeting held April 4, 2007, by the following 
vote: 
 
 AYES:  COUNCIL MEMBERS –  
 
 NOES:  COUNCIL MEMBERS –  
 
 ABSENT: COUNCIL MEMBERS –  
 
 ABSTAIN: COUNCIL MEMBERS –  
 
 
 
 
 
       RANDI JOHL 
       City Clerk 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

2007-____ 
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 AGENDA ITEM K-04  
 

 

 
APPROVED: ____________________________ 

 Blair King, City Manager 
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CITY OF LODI 
 

COUNCIL COMMUNICATION 
 

TM 
 
AGENDA TITLE: Adopt Resolution Certifying Negative Declaration and Authorizing 

City Manager to Execute Contracts for Construction, Testing and Inspection, 
and Construction Administration for White Slough Water Pollution Control 
Facility Phase 3 Improvements Project ($17,543,774) and to Adjust Existing 
Appropriations  

 
MEETING DATE: April 4, 2007 
 
PREPARED BY: Public Works Director 
 

 
RECOMMENDED ACTION: Adopt a resolution certifying the negative declaration and 

authorizing the City Manager to execute the construction contract 
for the above project to Western Water Constructors, Inc., of Santa 
Rosa ($16,387,000); the testing and inspection contract to Krazan &  

Associates, of Modesto ($354,320); the environmental survey to LSA & Associates, of Rocklin ($2,000); 
and the construction administration services contract with West Yost & Associates ($800,454) and to 
adjust existing appropriations.  The appropriation adjustments include closing completed engineering 
tasks and projects with no net increase in appropriations. 
 
BACKGROUND INFORMATION: The City has made substantial progress on the State-mandated 

improvements at the White Slough Water Pollution Control Facility.  
Phase 1 – Interim Aeration Improvements and miscellaneous 
electrical and earthwork improvements was completed in 2003.   

Phase 2 – Year 2004 Improvements Project, which was completed in 2006, included the installation of 
tertiary filters, UV disinfection equipment, additional aeration improvements, emergency generator, and 
associated electrical and mechanical facilities. 
 
The Phase 3 project includes the construction of an additional secondary clarifier, an additional digester, 
aeration basins, headworks modifications, minor administration building modifications, and associated 
electrical, mechanical, utility, site preparation and demolition work.  The improvements to the secondary 
process are necessary to meet current and anticipated State of California regulatory requirements and 
improve treatment process reliability. 
 
Negative Declaration 
 
The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) requires that projects be reviewed for their potential to 
create environmental impacts.  The process requires that potential areas of impact be identified and a 
level of significance assessed.  Staff and our consultants prepared an Initial Study/Proposed Negative 
Declaration to review and assess potential impacts.  The Initial Study/Proposed Negative Declaration 
was sent to various agencies for review, was published, and we posted our intent to issue a Negative 
Declaration for the required 30-day period, from January 30, 2007 through March 1, 2007.  This project 
was found to have no significant impacts that could not be mitigated by making changes to, or placing 
conditions on, the project.  The City did not receive any comments from any reviewing agencies 
concerning environmental impacts of this project. 
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In conclusion, staff finds that the proposed project has complied with environmental requirements and is 
therefore exempt from further review under CEQA.  Negative Declaration ND-06-01 adequately 
addresses potential environmental impacts that could occur as a result of this project.  No significant 
impacts are anticipated that can not be mitigated by conditions placed on the project. 
 
Contract Awards 
 
Plans and specifications for this project were approved on January 17, 2007.  A prequalification process 
was included to determine eligible bidders and ensure that bidding contractors have the necessary 
background to perform the work.  The bid opening for the construction contract was March 15, 2007, and 
the following three bids were received.   
 

Bidder Location Bid 
Engineer’s Estimate $ 23,000,000 
Western Water Constructors, Inc. Santa Rosa $ 16,387,000 
C. W. Roen Construction Danville $ 17,472,000 
Pacific Mechanical Corp. Concord $ 18,021,000 

 
Staff recommends awarding the construction contract to Western Water Constructors, Inc.  In addition to 
submitting the lowest bid, Western Water Constructors has provided satisfactory work on the 
White Slough Phase 1 and 2 projects. 
 
Testing and Inspection services for Phase 1 and 2 were provided by Krazan & Associates.  Krazan & 
Associates also provides an inspector who acts as the Building Inspector and has been approved by the 
Building Department to represent their interests.  This is a Time and Materials contract. 
 
Staff recommends LSA & Associates perform the environmental survey work.  Three proposals were 
received for the Environmental Survey Work:  LSA ($2,000), Krazan & Associates ($3,200) and SWCA 
Environmental Consultants ($3,310). 
 
Staff recommends West Yost & Associates perform the construction administration services.  As the 
Design Engineer for this project, West Yost is ideally suited to perform these duties.  This is a Time and 
Materials contract with a not-to-exceed maximum. 
 
The total project estimate for Phase 3 is $20,600,000 which includes: prepurchased equipment, 
construction administration services, Environmental Survey, construction contract, testing and inspection 
contract, construction contingencies and other project-associated expenses. 
 
Appropriation Adjustments 
This project, as well as other related projects for the White Slough treatment facility, was included in the 
current fiscal year budget, with essentially “place-holder” amounts.  Other projects are ones carried over 
from previous years.  Some of these carry-over projects are completed and the remaining funds should 
be made available for this project as shown below: 
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Project/Task Balance (rounded) Notes
Phase 1 Design $144,000 Completed 
Value Engineering 19,000 Completed 
Capacity Fee Update 8,000 Completed 
Standby Power Design 11,000 Completed 
Phase 2 Improvements 1,301,000 Completed 
Phase 3 Design 1,600,000 Completed 
Land Acquisition 5,000,000 Project on hold/defer
Wetland 5,000,000 Project on hold/defer
Alternative Discharge Study 212,000 Completed 
Bishop Cut Flow Monitoring 26,000 Completed 

Total: $13,321,000  

 

The Phase 3 Construction amount budgeted in the 2007 Budget is $16,000,000.  Thus, the total 
appropriations for White Slough is just over $29 million. The total Phase 3 project, including all project 
elements, is $20.6 million as shown below: 

Item Amount
Construction   

Construction Contract (Western Water) $16,387,000
Repair 48" Domestic Outfall Line $80,000
Plan Check/Permit Fee Estimate $135,000
Plan Printing Costs Estimate $10,000
Project Management (City Staff) $240,000
Copy/Shipping Expenses Estimate $5,000
Environmental Inspection (LSA & Assoc.) $2,000
Testing & Inspection (Krazan & Assoc.) $354,320

Construction Total $17,213,320
    
Equipment Purchase   
Office Furniture $10,000
Admin Building Equipment $10,000
Aeration System Upgrade PO (Parkson)  $609,029

Equipment Total $629,029
    
Engineering Services   
WYA Additional Design Services  $65,000
WYA Contract Administration $800,454

Engineering Total $865,454
    
Project Total $18,707,803
Project Contingency  $1,892,197

Phase 3 Project Total Budget $20,600,000
 

Upon approval, staff will amend the appropriations accordingly.  (See Fiscal Impact section below.) 
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Future Issues and Projects 
In 2003, as the City commenced Phase 1 of the treatment upgrades to the White Slough Facility, cost 
estimates for the three proposed phases totaled nearly $52 million.  In 2004, when a rate and financing 
study was conducted, total costs were estimated at $48 million, and rates and our financing plan were 
adjusted accordingly.  Now, in 2007, the total of the three phases is estimated at approximately 
$44 million.  While this is a very positive result of thoughtfully planning, designing and building the 
improvements, a number of future projects and uncertainties still need to be considered.  They include: 
 

Issue/Project Potential 
Cost 
 

Notes 
 

Land Acquisition Unknown The need for additional land, both in terms of area and cost, is 
still uncertain.  Given that the Facility currently (and for the 
near future) can meet discharge standards, and the future 
potential of utilizing recycled water on other lands, additional 
land may not be needed.  Our land needs are dependent on 
land application of biosolids and industrial wastewater.  While 
we believe our next State permit will contain more conditions 
on land application, we have not seen a draft permit and are 
currently studying alternatives to meet the conditions we 
believe will be placed.  In addition, prices have risen on 
surrounding land which may make the cost of other 
alternatives more feasible. 
 

Treatment Wetland $5+ million Much of the cost of the Phase 3 project includes aeration 
capacity to reduce nitrogen in the effluent, which was one of 
the purposes of the wetland.  Other purposes – reducing 
temperature and metals – may not be necessary pending the 
results of site-specific receiving water studies which we 
believe will be allowed in our new permit. 
 

Salinity Unknown, but 
$$$ 

Our new permit will include a limit on salinity, but based on 
conversations with Regional Board staff, we will be able to 
meet this limit. 
 

Storage Ponds $3 to $6 
million 

Additional storage will likely be needed to provide operational 
flexibility to manage plant upsets and irrigation demands.  
Additional storage will certainly be needed if a recycled water 
distribution system is implemented.  Studies on these needs 
are underway.  
 

Trunk Sewer 
Rehabilitation 

$7.5 million Although the Phase 3 project includes some minor repairs on 
the pipeline between Lodi and the Facility, the entire length of 
the line is in need of rehabilitation in the next year. 
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Other regulatory 
issues/studies 

$0.5+ million In the next few years, the City will need to continue with 
groundwater monitoring and evaluation and the receiving 
water studies mentioned above.  In addition, the San Joaquin 
Valley Air Pollution Control District is proposing new rules on 
land application of biosolids, animal manure and chicken litter 
which could affect our biosolids land application practices.  
 

FISCAL IMPACT: As noted above, the rate increase adopted in 2004 assumed a three-phase 
project and included allowances for three COP financings, and two 
financings have been done.  Approximately $13.3 million of proceeds from 
the second financing is still available for this project and an additional  

$1.5 million in wastewater impact fees is also available.  Thus, the third financing, which will be needed to 
complete this project, will not have to be made immediately.  Staff will be working with our financial 
advisor on the timing and amount of future financing(s), taking into account the above described issues 
and projects, as well as potentially refinancing the older 1991 Certificates of Participation if it makes 
financial sense. 

FUNDING AVAILABLE:  

 
__________________________ 
Kirk Evans, Budget Manager 

 
 
 
    _______________________________ 
    Richard C. Prima, Jr. 
    Public Works Director 
 
Prepared by Gary Wiman, Construction Project Manager 
 
cc: Charles Swimley, Water Services Manager  

Del Kerlin, Wastewater Treatment Superintendent 
Bruce West, West Yost and Associates 
Tom Dunphy, LaMont Financial Services 
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RESOLUTION NO. 2007-____ 
 

A RESOLUTION OF THE LODI CITY COUNCIL CERTIFYING THE 
NEGATIVE DECLARATION AND AUTHORIZING CITY MANAGER TO 
EXECUTE CONTRACTS FOR CONSTRUCTION, TESTING AND 
INSPECTION, AND CONSTRUCTION ADMINISTRATION FOR WHITE 
SLOUGH WATER POLLUTION CONTROL FACILITY PHASE 3 
IMPROVEMENTS PROJECT, AND TO FURTHER ADJUST EXISTING 
APPROPRIATIONS 

===================================================================== 
 
 WHEREAS, the City has made substantial progress on the State-mandated 
improvements at the White Slough Water Pollution Control Facility.  Phase 1–Interim Aeration 
Improvements and miscellaneous electrical and earthwork improvements were completed in 
2003; and 
 
 WHEREAS, Phase 2 – Year 2004 Improvements Project, which was completed in 2006, 
included the installation of tertiary filters, UV disinfection equipment, additional aeration 
improvements, emergency generator, and associated electrical and mechanical facilities; and 
 
 WHEREAS, the Phase 3 project includes the construction of an additional secondary 
clarifier, an additional digester, aeration basins, headworks modifications, minor administration 
building modifications, and associated electrical, mechanical, utility, site preparation and 
demolition work.  The improvements to the secondary process are necessary to meet current 
and anticipated State of California regulatory requirements and improve treatment process 
reliability. 
 
 WHEREAS, City staff and Consultants prepared an initial Study/Proposed Negative 
Declaration to review and assess potential impacts, which was reviewed by various agencies 
with no comments received, published and the City posted its intent to issue a Negative 
Declaration for the required 30-day period, from January 30, 2007 through March 1, 2007; and 
 
 WHEREAS, following the environmental review of the project, it was determined that 
there were no significant environmental impacts that could not be adequately mitigated and staff 
therefore recommends that the City Council certify the filing of a Negative Declaration as 
adequate environmental documentation for the White Slough Water Pollution Control Facility 
Phase 3 Improvements Project; and 
 
 WHEREAS, in answer to notice duly published in accordance with law and the order of 
this City Council, sealed bids were received and publicly opened on March 15, 2007, at 
11:00 a.m., for the White Slough Water Pollution Control Facility Phase 3 Improvements Project, 
described in the specifications therefore approved by the City Council on January 17, 2007; and 
 
 WHEREAS, said bids have been compared, checked, and tabulated and a report thereof 
filed with the City Manager as follows: 

 
Bidder     Location             Bid  
Engineer’s Estimate     $23,000,000 
Western Water Constructors, Inc.  Santa Rosa  $16,387,000 

 C. W. Roen Construction   Danville  $17,472,000 
 Pacific Mechanical Corp.   Concord  $18,021,000 
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 WHEREAS, staff recommends award of the contract for White Slough Water Pollution 
Control Facility Phase 3 Improvements Project to Western Water Constructors, Inc., of Santa 
Rosa, California, in the amount of $16,387,000; and 
 
 WHEREAS, staff recommends award of a time and materials contract for Testing and 
Inspection services to Krazan & Associates, who performed the work for Phase 1 and 2 of this 
project; and 
 
 WHEREAS, three proposals were received for the Environmental Survey Work as 
follows: 
  LSA      $2,000 
  Krazan & Associates    $3,200 
  SWCA Environmental Consultants  $3,310 
 
 WHEREAS, staff recommends award of the contract for the environmental Survey Work 
to LSA & Associates in the amount of $2,000; and 
  
 WHEREAS, staff recommends award of a time and materials contract with West Yost & 
Associates to perform the Construction Administration Services.  As the Design Engineer for this 
project, West Yost is ideally suited to perform these duties; and 
 
 WHEREAS, staff recommends reallocating existing appropriations listed below to the 
White Slough Water Pollution Control Facility Phase 3 Improvements Project: 
 
Project/Task Balance 

 (rounded) 
Notes 

Phase 1 Design $144,000 Completed 
Value Engineering 19,000 Completed 
Capacity Fee Update 8,000 Completed 
Standby Power Design 11,000 Completed 
Phase 2 Improvements 1,301,000 Completed 
Phase 3 Design 1,600,000 Completed (double budgeted) 
Land Acquisition 5,000,000 Project on hold/defer 
Wetland 5,000,000 Project on hold/defer 
Alternative Discharge Study 212,000 Completed 
Bishop Cut Flow Monitoring 26,000 Completed 

Total: $13,321,000  

 
 WHEREAS, The total project estimate for Phase 3 is $20,600,000 which includes: 
prepurchased equipment, construction administration services, Environmental Survey, 
construction contract, testing and inspection contract, construction contingencies and other 
project-associated expenses. 
 
 NOW, THEREFORE, THE LODI CITY COUNCIL HEREBY FINDS AS FOLLOWS: 
 
 1) That the City Council has reviewed all documentation and hereby certifies the 

filing of a Negative Declaration as adequate environmental documentation for the 
White Slough Water Pollution Control Facility Phase 3 Improvements Project; and 
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 2) That the City Council hereby awards the contract for White Slough Water 
Pollution Control Facility Phase 3 Improvements Project to Western Water 
Constructors, Inc., of Santa Rosa, California, in the amount of $16,387,000; and 

 
 3) That the City Council hereby awards a time and materials contract for Testing 

and Inspection services to Krazan & Associates; and 
 
 4) That the City Council hereby awards a contract for the environmental Survey 

Work to LSA & Associates in the amount of $2,000; and 
 
 5) That the City Council hereby awards a time and materials contract for the 

performance of Construction Administration Services to West Yost & Associates 
for this project; and 

 
 6) That the City Council hereby reallocates existing appropriations listed below to the 

White Slough Water Pollution Control Facility Phase 3 Improvements Project: 
 
  Project/Task Balance 

 (rounded) 
Notes 

Phase 1 Design $144,000 Completed 
Value Engineering 19,000 Completed 
Capacity Fee Update 8,000 Completed 
Standby Power Design 11,000 Completed 
Phase 2 Improvements 1,301,000 Completed 
Phase 3 Design 1,600,000 Completed (double budgeted) 
Land Acquisition 5,000,000 Project on hold/defer 
Wetland 5,000,000 Project on hold/defer 
Alternative Discharge Study 212,000 Completed 
Bishop Cut Flow Monitoring 26,000 Completed 

Total: $13,321,000  

 
Dated:    April 4, 2007 
===================================================================== 
 
 I hereby certify that Resolution No. 2007-____ was passed and adopted by the City 
Council of the City of Lodi in a regular meeting held April 4, 2007, by the following vote: 
 
 AYES:  COUNCIL MEMBERS -  
 
 NOES:  COUNCIL MEMBERS -  
 
 ABSENT: COUNCIL MEMBERS -  
 
 ABSTAIN: COUNCIL MEMBERS -  
 
 
 
        RANDI JOHL 
        City Clerk 

2007-____ 
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  AGENDA ITEM K-05 
 

 
 

APPROVED: __________________________________ 
 Blair King, City Manager 

CITY OF LODI 
COUNCIL COMMUNICATION 
 

TM  

 
 
AGENDA TITLE:  Consideration of Adjustments to City Manager and City Attorney 

Employment Agreements  
 
MEETING DATE:  April 4, 2007 
 
PREPARED BY:  Randi Johl, City Clerk 
 
 
RECOMMENDED ACTION: Consider adjustments to City Manager and City Attorney 

employment agreements. 

BACKGROUND INFORMATION: This matter was previously agendized and discussed in Closed 
Session pursuant to the Brown Act. At the request of the City 
Council, the item has been agendized for open session.    

FISCAL IMPACT:  Unknown  
 
FUNDING AVAILABLE: General Fund 
 
 
 
    _______________________________ 
    Randi Johl 
    City Clerk 
 
 
 
Attachments 
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  AGENDA ITEM L-01 
 

 

 
APPROVED: _____________________________ 

 Blair King, City Manager 
council/councom/Ordinance1.doc 

CITY OF LODI 
COUNCIL COMMUNICATION 
 

TM  

 
AGENDA TITLE: Ordinance No. 1793 Entitled, “An Ordinance of the City Council of the City of Lodi 

Approving the Request of Tom Doucette, Frontier Community Builders, for  
Pre-Zoning to PD (Planned Development) on 151 Acres (Westside Project)” 

 
MEETING DATE: April 4, 2007 
 
PREPARED BY: City Clerk 
 
 
RECOMMENDED ACTION: Motion waiving reading in full and (following reading by title) 

adopting the attached Ordinance No. 1793. 
 
BACKGROUND INFORMATION: Ordinance No. 1793 entitled, “An Ordinance of the City Council of 

the City of Lodi Approving the Request of Tom Doucette, Frontier 
Community Builders, for Pre-Zoning to PD (Planned Development) 
on 151 Acres (Westside Project)” was introduced at the regular City 
Council meeting of March 21, 2007. 

 
ADOPTION:  With the exception of urgency ordinances, no ordinance may be passed within five days of 
its introduction.  Two readings are therefore required – one to introduce and a second to adopt the 
ordinance.  Ordinances may only be passed at a regular meeting or at an adjourned regular meeting; 
except for urgency ordinances, ordinances may not be passed at a special meeting.  Id. All ordinances 
must be read in full either at the time of introduction or at the time of passage, unless a regular motion 
waiving further reading is adopted by a majority of all council persons present. Cal. Gov’t Code § 36934. 
 
Ordinances take effect 30 days after their final passage.  Cal. Gov’t Code § 36937. 
 
This ordinance has been approved as to form by the City Attorney. 
 
 
FISCAL IMPACT:  None. 
 
 
FUNDING AVAILABLE: None required. 
 
 
      _________________________ 
      Randi Johl 
      City Clerk 
 
RJ/jmp 
 
Attachment 
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ORDINANCE NO. 1793 
 

AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF LODI 
APPROVING THE REQUEST OF TOM DOUCETTE, FRONTIER 

COMMUNITY BUILDERS, FOR PRE-ZONING  
TO PD (PLANNED DEVELOPMENT) ON 151 ACRES 

(WESTSIDE PROJECT) 
 

===================================================================== 
 
BE IT ORDAINED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF LODI AS FOLLOWS: 
 
SECTION 1. The properties subject to this pre-zoning include properties located within the 
Westside Project, totaling 151 acres and described as follows: 
 

APN Site Address Property Owner 
029-380-05 351 East Sargent Rd. Georgia Perlegos Et al 
027-040-01 70 East Sargent Rd. Manna Trust 
027-04-020 212 East Sargent Rd. DHKS Development 
027-04-030 402 East Sargent Rd. Noble D. Fore Jr. II 

 
SECTION 2. The applicant for the requested pre-zoning is Tom Doucette, Frontier Community 
Builders, 10100 Trinity Parkway, Suite 420, Stockton, CA 95219.  The applicant represents 
property owners of the parcels within the Westside Project site, and these property owners have 
provided written consent to the applicant for this zone change. 
 
SECTION 3: The requested pre-zoning consists of the following: 
 

Reclassification of the afore-described properties from San Joaquin County AU-20 
(Agriculture, Urban Reserve, Minimum 40 Acres) to City of Lodi Planned Development 
(PD) Zone. 
 

SECTION 4: The pre-zone designation is described as follows: 
 
 Planned Development (PD) Zone 

The planned development zone is designed to accommodate various types of development 
such as neighborhood and community shopping centers, grouped professional and 
administrative office areas, senior citizens’ centers, multiple housing developments, 
commercial service centers, industrial parks, or any other use or combination of uses 
which can be made appropriately part of a planned development.  In a PD zone, any and all 
uses are permitted, provided that such use or uses are shown on the development plan for 
the particular PD zone as approved by the City Council.  Maximum height and bulk, and 
minimum setback, yard and parking and loading requirements shall be established for each 
PD zone by the development plan as approved by the City Council.  These development 
parameters would be consistent with the General Plan designation for the sites. 
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SECTION 5: Based upon the evidence within the staff report and project file, the City Council of 
the City of Lodi makes the following findings: 
 

1. The Environmental Impact Report (EIR) (EIR-05-01) was certified and Findings and 
Statement of Overriding Considerations for the project pursuant to California Environmental 
Quality Act (CEQA) were adopted by City Council Resolution No. 2007-48. 

 

2. The required public hearing by the Planning Commission was duly advertised and held in a 
manner prescribed by law. 

 

3. The required public hearing by the City Council was duly advertised and held in a manner 
prescribed by law. 

 

4. The City must approve “pre-zone” zoning designations prior to requesting approval of the 
annexation of the lands into the City from the San Joaquin Local Agency Formation 
Commission. 

 

5. The requested rezoning does not conflict with adopted plans or policies of the General Plan 
and will serve sound Planning practice. 

 

6. The parcels of the proposed rezoning are physically suitable for the development of the 
proposed project. 

 

7. The proposed design and improvement of the site is consistent with all applicable standards 
adopted by the City in that the project, as conditioned, will conform to adopted standards and 
improvements mandated by the City of Lodi Public Works Department Standards and 
Specifications and the Zoning Ordinance, as well as all other applicable standards. 

 

8. The size, shape, and topography of the site are physically suitable for the proposed 
residential development. 

 

9. The site is suitable for the density proposed by the project in that the site can be served by all 
public utilities and creates design solutions for storm water, traffic, and air quality issues. 

 

10. The design of the proposed project and type of improvements are not likely to cause serious 
public health problems in that all public improvements will be built per City standards and all 
private improvements will be built per the Uniform Building Code. 

 

11. Development of the proposed project shall be consistent with the Westside Land Use Plan 
ultimately approved by the City Council. 

 
SECTION 6: All development conditions for this pre-zoning are included as Attachment A. 
 
SECTION 7: All ordinances and parts of ordinances in conflict herewith will be repealed insofar 
as such conflict may exist upon the completion of the annexation of the subject properties into 
the City of Lodi. 
 
SECTION 8: No Mandatory Duty of Care.  This ordinance is not intended to and shall not be 
construed or given effect in a manner which imposes upon the City, or any officer or employee 
thereof, a mandatory duty of care towards persons or property within the City or outside of the 
City so as to provide a basis of civil liability for damages, except as otherwise imposed by law. 
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SECTION 9: Severability.  If any provision of this ordinance or the application thereof to any 
person or circumstances is held invalid, such invalidity shall not affect other provisions or 
applications of the ordinance which shall be given effect without the invalid provision or 
application.  To this end, the provisions of this ordinance are severable.  The City Council hereby 
declares that it would have adopted this ordinance irrespective of the invalidity of any particular 
portion thereof. 
 

SECTION 10: This ordinance shall be published one time in the Lodi News-Sentinel, a daily 
newspaper of general circulation printed and published in the City of Lodi, and shall take effect 30 
days from and after its passage and approval. 
 

       Approved this 4th day of April, 2007 
 
 

       __________________________________ 
       BOB JOHNSON 
       Mayor 
Attest: 
 
 
 

RANDI JOHL 
City Clerk 
 

 

State of California 
County  of San Joaquin, ss. 
 

 I, Randi Johl, City Clerk of the City of Lodi, do herby certify that Ordinance No. 1793 was 
introduced at a regular meeting of the City Council of the City of Lodi held March 21, 2007, and 
was thereafter passed, adopted, and ordered to print at a regular meeting of said Council held 
April 4, 2007, by the following vote: 
 

AYES:  COUNCIL MEMBERS –  
 

NOES:  COUNCIL MEMBERS –  
 

ABSENT: COUNCIL MEMBERS –  
 

ABSTAIN: COUNCIL MEMBERS –  
 

I further certify that Ordinance No. 1793 was approved and signed by the Mayor on the date of its 
passage and the same has been published pursuant to law. 
 
 

       ___________________________________ 
       RANDI JOHL 
       City Clerk 
Approved as to Form: 
 
 
 

D. STEPHEN SCHWABAUER 
City Attorney 
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EXHIBIT “A” TO ORDINANCE NO. 1793 
 

The pre-zone of the entire 151 acres of the Westside Project to PD (Planned Development), 
which includes designations specific to housing, and public/quasi-public uses all as shown on 
the attached map (Exhibit B), are subject to the following development conditions: 
 

1. This pre-zoning shall be of no force and effect unless and until the San Joaquin County 
Local Agency Formation Commission (LAFCO) has approved the annexation of the 
Westside Project area and all actions necessary to complete the annexation have 
occurred.   

 

2. Prior to the issuance of any tentative subdivision maps, final development plans shall be 
subject to review and approval by the Planning Commission. The development plan shall 
include development standards for proposed residential units (i.e., building height, 
setbacks, lot coverage, and permitted accessory uses).  

 

3. Prior to the approval of any tentative subdivision maps, final park plans shall be subject to 
review and approval by the Parks and Recreation Department.  

 

4. Prior to the issuance of a building permit, the multi-family components of the project shall 
be subject to review and approval by the Site Plan and Architectural Review Committee. 

 

5. Prior to the development of any portion of the Westside Project, the applicant/developer 
shall file for a tentative subdivision map. Review and approval of the tentative subdivision 
map is a discretionary action and additional conditions of approval may be placed on the 
project at that time.  

 

6. The conditions of approval listed below are to be accomplished prior to deeming complete 
the first Tentative Subdivision Map, unless noted otherwise:  

 

A. Preparation of detailed master plans and supporting studies as listed below, 
including engineering calculations, for all phases of the development.  The study 
area shall include all the area between Kettleman Lane, Lower Sacramento Road, 
and Woodbridge Irrigation District canal and shall be coordinated with the master 
plans for the Southwest Gateway Project south of Kettleman Lane. 

 

a. Water master plan, including the following: 
i. Surface water transmission and distribution facilities. 
ii. Identification of possible water well sites within the project area. 

Developer shall coordinate test well drilling for determination of actual 
well sites prior to mapping of adjacent lots. 

b. Recycled water master plan, including the following: 
i. Identification of areas to be irrigated. 
ii.    Detailed summary of demand calculations.  Include Southwest Gateway 

project demands in calculations. 
iii. Detailed summary of pipe sizing calculations. 
iv. Provisions for future westerly extension in Lodi Avenue and Vine Street. 
v. As an alternative to i) through iv) above, Developer may provide a  

one-time payment, not to exceed $50,000, to partially fund the Lodi 
Recycled Water Master Plan Study. 

c. Wastewater master plan. 
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d. Storm drainage master plan, including storm drainage basin dimensions 
and details.  Retention basins shall be designed as passive bypass 
systems.  Identify a single-facility designate to receive low flow and first 
flush flows. 

e. Streets/circulation plan, including the following: 
i. Dimensions of street rights-of-way, including Kettleman Lane and Lower 

Sacramento Road, bike/pedestrian/open space corridor and utility 
corridors. 

ii. Traffic analysis of operations at critical intersections to determine if 
supplemental right-of-way is required. 

iii. Typical cross-section diagrams showing proposed utility locations and 
demonstrating that sufficient width has been provided to meet 
separation requirements between pipes. 

iv. Traffic round-about in Lodi Avenue. 
v. Traffic calming features at cross intersections, along long, straight 

streets and at other locations as required by the Public Works Director.   
f. Transit study to identify new or modified routes to serve the area. 
g. Topography for the entire study area to confirm validity of water, 

wastewater, and storm drain master plans. 
h. Composite utility diagram to facilitate review of potential utility crossing 

conflicts.  
 

Water, recycled water, wastewater, and storm drain master plans for the project have been 
submitted, and first check Public Works Department comments on the plans were issued 
on June 26, 2006.  The plans require revision.  
 

In addition, on July 21, 2006, City staff forwarded information to the developer’s engineer 
regarding existing utility crossings, preferred utility alignments, existing easements, and 
design requirements to be used in establishing utility alignments for the project.  The project 
improvements must respect the preferred alignments and existing easements.  For 
example, new pipes along Westgate Drive south of the project site need to be on the west 
side of the street, which will require dedication of additional land to provide a utility corridor.  
The required master plans and supporting studies are necessary to confirm the design of 
the proposed development and will affect the number of growth management allocations 
that can ultimately be utilized.  If the Developer agrees that the proposed project layout and 
number of growth management allocations approved may be subject to revision based on 
the results of the completed master plans and studies, the development or growth 
management plan and accompanying growth management allocations may be approved 
prior to completion and approval of the master plans and supporting studies.  Completion 
and approval of the master plans and studies must then be accomplished prior to submittal 
of the first tentative map for the project. 
 

B. Phasing analysis to be approved by the City prior to submittal of the first tentative 
map.  The analysis shall include the following: 

a. Phase boundaries and number of units to be constructed with each phase. 
b. Permanent and interim/temporary facilities required to implement each 

phase based on the mitigation monitoring program and the above mentioned 
master plans. 

c. Master utility calculations for permanent and interim/temporary facilities to 
be constructed with each phase.  
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C. Preparation of a Traffic Mitigation Implementation and Financing Plan that details 
each of the physical improvements and the timing and geometric changes listed in 
Table IV.B-6 of the Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for both the Existing + 
Project and Cumulative scenarios (cumulative to address Impact TRANS-2 in the 
EIR), who will be responsible for implementing the improvement, how the 
improvement will be funded, including a reimbursement program where 
appropriate, and the schedule or trigger for initiating and completing construction 
prior to the intersection operation degrading to an unacceptable level. 

 

D. Finance and Implementation Plan to identify funding for the required public 
improvements and interim/temporary improvements for each phase of the project.  
The Finance and Implementation Plan is dependent on the above mentioned 
master plans and phasing analysis and shall be approved by the City prior to 
submittal of the first tentative map.  

 
7. All mitigation measures for the project, identified in the adopted Mitigation Monitoring and 

Reporting Program, are hereby incorporated into this recommendation of approval.  
 
8. As part of Mitigation Measure LU-2 of the Lodi Annexations EIR (EIR-05-01) the developer 

has the option to comply with the San Joaquin County Agricultural Mitigation program or 
preserve 151 acres of agricultural land in perpetuity to mitigate significant impacts 
associated with conversion of the 151 acres of Prime Farmland within the Westside 
Project. If the developer proceeds with the mitigation to preserve land within an agricultural 
easement and the City of the Lodi becomes party to said easement, the developer shall pay 
the City a one-time administration fee of five thousand dollars. Said fee shall be paid prior to 
the approval of a quarter of the building permits within the Westside and Southwest 
Gateway projects (as per the timing of Mitigation Measure LU-2).  

 
9. All applicable state statutes and local ordinances, including all applicable Building and Fire 

Code requirements for hazardous materials, shall apply to the project. 
 
10. Prior to submittal of building permits, the applicant shall submit construction elevations, 

perspective elevations, precise landscape and irrigation plans, as well as building materials 
for the review and approval as part of a development plan application. Said plans shall 
indicate that all corner lots shall have architectural treatments on both street facing 
elevations. 

 
11. Prior to submittal of building permits, the applicant shall submit a walls and fencing plan as 

part of a development plan application. Said plan shall show all proposed walls and fencing. 
Fencing visible to the public right of way shall be constructed of treated wood or alternative 
material to prevent premature deterioration. Furthermore, all fencing within the project site 
shall be designed with steel posts, or a functional equivalent, to prevent premature 
deterioration and collapse. 

 
12. Within 90 days of the approval of this project, the applicant shall sign a notarized affidavit 

stating that “I(we), ____, the owner(s) or the owner’s representative, have read, 
understand, and agree to the conditions approving Z-04-03.”  Immediately following this 
statement will appear a signature block for the owner or the owner’s representative, which 
shall be signed.  Signature blocks for the City Community Development Director and City 
Engineer shall also appear on this page.  The affidavit shall be approved by the City prior to 
any improvement plan or final map submittal. 
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EXHIBIT B  
WESTSIDE PROJECT LAND USE PLAN 
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  AGENDA ITEM L-02 
 

 

 
APPROVED: _____________________________ 

 Blair King, City Manager 
council/councom/Ordinance2.doc 

CITY OF LODI 
COUNCIL COMMUNICATION 
 

TM  

 
AGENDA TITLE:  Ordinance No. 1794 Entitled, “An Ordinance of the City Council of the City of Lodi 

Adopting a Development Agreement Pertaining to the Development of 151 Acres 
Located on the West Side of Lower Sacramento Road between the Woodbridge 
Irrigation District Canal and Vine Street (Westside Project) (Development 
Agreement GM-05-002)” 

 
MEETING DATE: April 4, 2007 
 
PREPARED BY: City Clerk 
 
 
RECOMMENDED ACTION: Motion waiving reading in full and (following reading by title) 

adopting the attached Ordinance No. 1794. 
 
 
BACKGROUND INFORMATION: Ordinance No. 1794 entitled, “An Ordinance of the City Council of 

the City of Lodi Adopting a Development Agreement Pertaining to 
the Development of 151 Acres Located on the West Side of 
Lower Sacramento Road between the Woodbridge Irrigation District  

Canal and Vine Street (Westside Project) (Development Agreement GM-05-002)” was introduced at the 
regular City Council meeting of March 21, 2007. 
 
ADOPTION:  With the exception of urgency ordinances, no ordinance may be passed within five days of 
its introduction.  Two readings are therefore required – one to introduce and a second to adopt the 
ordinance.  Ordinances may only be passed at a regular meeting or at an adjourned regular meeting; 
except for urgency ordinances, ordinances may not be passed at a special meeting. Id.  All ordinances 
must be read in full either at the time of introduction or at the time of passage, unless a regular motion 
waiving further reading is adopted by a majority of all council persons present. Cal. Gov’t Code § 36934. 
 
Ordinances take effect 30 days after their final passage.  Cal. Gov’t Code § 36937. 
 
This ordinance has been approved as to form by the City Attorney. 
 
 
FISCAL IMPACT:  None. 
 
 
FUNDING AVAILABLE: None required.  
      _________________________ 
      Randi Johl 
      City Clerk 
RJ/jmp 
 
Attachment 
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ORDINANCE NO. 1794 
 

AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF LODI  
ADOPTING A DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT PERTAINING TO THE 

DEVELOPMENT OF 151 ACRES LOCATED ON THE WEST SIDE OF  
LOWER SACRAMENTO ROAD BETWEEN THE WOODBRIDGE IRRIGATION 

DISTRICT CANAL AND VINE STREET (WESTSIDE PROJECT) 
(DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT GM-05-002) 

======================================================================== 
 
BE IT ORDAINED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF LODI AS FOLLOWS: 
 
SECTION 1. The properties subject to this Development Agreement include the following: 
 

151 acres within the Westside Project area located on the west side of 
Lower Sacramento Road between the Woodbridge Irrigation District canal and 
Vine Street (Assessors Parcel Numbers 029-380-05, 027-040-01, 027-040-020, 
and 027-040-030). 

 
SECTION 2. The applicant for the requested Development Agreement is as follows: Frontier 
Community Builders. 
 
SECTION 3. The requested Development Agreement is summarized as follows: 
 
Development Agreement GM-05-002 is an agreement between the City and the developer, in 
which the developer agrees to provide certain benefits to the City in exchange for a vested right 
to proceed with the development consistent with the development approvals. The term of the 
Development Agreement is 15 years.  The vested right the developer obtains is the ability to 
proceed with the development as approved and to avoid the imposition of new regulations on 
subsequent discretionary approvals (i.e. vesting tentative maps) for the development. 
 
SECTION 4. The City Council hereby finds that the proposed Development Agreement is 
consistent with the General Plan land use designation and the zoning for the proposed 
development. 
 
SECTION 5. The City Council, by Resolution No. 2007-48, has certified the Lodi Annexations 
Environmental Impact Report (EIR) and adopted a Statement of Overriding Consideration for 
the proposed project. 
 
SECTION 6. The City Council hereby adopts Ordinance No. 1794 approving the Development 
Agreement by and between the City of Lodi and Frontier Community Builders, attached herein 
as Exhibit A. 
 
SECTION 7. No Mandatory Duty of Care. This ordinance is not intended to and shall not be 
construed or given effect in a manner which imposes upon the City, or any officer or employee 
thereof, a mandatory duty of care towards persons or property within the City or outside of the 
City so as to provide a basis of civil liability for damages, except as otherwise imposed by law. 
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SECTION 8. Severability. If any provision of this ordinance or the application thereof to any 
person or circumstances is held invalid, such invalidity shall not affect other provisions or 
applications of the ordinance which can be given effect without the invalid provision or 
application. To this end, the provisions of this ordinance are severable. The City Council hereby 
declares that it would have adopted this ordinance irrespective of the invalidity of any particular 
portion thereof. 
 
SECTION 9. This Ordinance was introduced by the Lodi City Council on March 21, 2007, and 
adopted by the Lodi City Council on April 4, 2007.  This Ordinance shall take affect 30 days 
from and after its adoption. The ordinance summary shall be published in the Lodi News 
Sentinel, a newspaper of general circulation published and circulated in the City of Lodi. 
 
A certified copy of this ordinance is available for review in the in the City Clerk’s office located at 
221 West Pine Street. 

  Approved this 4th day of April, 2007 
 
 

_____________________________________________ 

BOB JOHNSON 
Mayor 

Attest: 
 
 
 
RANDI JOHL 
City Clerk 
======================================================================== 
 

State of California 
County of San Joaquin, ss. 
 

I, Randi Johl, City Clerk of the City of Lodi, do hereby certify that Ordinance No. 1794 
was introduced at a regular meeting of the City Council of the City of Lodi held March 21, 2007, 
and was thereafter passed, adopted, and ordered to print at a regular meeting of said Council 
held April 4, 2007, by the following vote: 
 
 AYES:  COUNCIL MEMBERS –  
 
 NOES;  COUNCIL MEMBERS –  
 
 ABSENT: COUNCIL MEMBERS –  
 
 ABSTAIN: COUNCIL MEMBERS –  
 
I further certify that Ordinance No. 1794 was approved and signed by the Mayor on the date of 
its passage and the same has been published pursuant to law. 
 
 
        ___________________________________________ 

        RANDI JOHL 
        City Clerk 
Approved as to Form: 
 
 
___________________________________________ 
D. STEPHEN SCHWABAUER  
City Attorney 
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ATTACHMENT A 

WESTSIDE PROJECT DEVELOMENT AGREEMENT 
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